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This booklet has been prepared.dsﬁpart ofka project sponsored by the

United States Education Department (USED) on evaluation in early childhood

Title I (ECT—I) programs, It is one of a series of resource books developed

in response to concerns expressed by state and local personnel "about early

-

childhood Title I programs The serles descr1bes an array of dlverse

evaluation act1v1t1es and outlines how each of these might contrlbute to

®

improving local prOgrams. The series re%olves around a set of questions:

Who will use the evaluation°resu1ts?
. . _
What kinds of information are users likely to find most helpful?

In what ways might this 1nformatlon aig in program 1mprovement?
Are the’ potential benefits substant1a1 enough to- 3hst1fy the cost
and effort of evaluation? . ) , ’

&

3

Together; the resource books address a range of issues relevaBt to the

evaluatlon of early ch11dhood programs for educationally disadvantaged

ch11dren The series comprises the following volumes:

\
Evaluating Title I Early Childhood Pfograms An Overview

Assessment in Early Childhood Educatron
[ ‘ .
Short-Term Impact Evaluation of Early. Childhood Title I Programs
v .- "“ , .'\ .
An Introduction to the Value-Added Model and 1ts Use in Short-Term
Impact Assessment - ) ;0 '

-~

. . . - \
Evaluation Approaches: A Focus.on Improving Early Childhood Title
I Programs . ) e - N

. . : Py
Longitudinal Evaluaﬁiop Systems for‘Early'Childhood Title I Programs

Evaluating T1t1e I Parent Educatlon Programs " \ ‘ .

o

The development of this series follows extensive fleld\work on ECT-I

programs (Yurchak & Bryk, 1979). In ghe course of that reseafch, we |

)}
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identified a number of 'concerns that SEA and LEA officials‘}ad aboﬁt ECT-1

¥

programs, and the kinds of information that might be helpful in addressing

~

~ : s . - o
thém. Each resource book in the series thus deals with a specific concern . -

-

or set of concerns. The books and the evaluation approaches they describe '
do not, however, constitute a comprehensiye evalugtion system to be uniformly

1) ¢ ¢

applied by a11. .Ouf feoéibility.analysis (Bryk; Apling,’ § Matﬁst, 1978) .
indicated that such a system could not efficiently respond to the specific
issues of interest in any 51ng1e dlstrlct\at a;y given time. "Rather, LEA
personnel might wish to draw upon one or more of the approaches we deseribe,
tallorlng their effort to fit the partlcular problem confrenting them.
Finally, the resource books are not comprehen51ve technlcal mahuals.

Their purpose is to help local school personnel identify iSsues that might _

merit further examination and to gulde the choice of sultable eualuatlon

strategies to address those issues. Additional 1nformat10n and assistance

‘in using the *various evaluation st%ategies are available in the more techni-

cal publications cited at the end of each volume, and from the Technical
. s .
Assistance Centers in the ten national regioms. . . .

-




'@ . TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOREWORD -

LIST OF FIGURES . 4 « v v v v v v v v o oo e e e e S

I.' . INTRODUCTION .

II. TITLE I'PROGRAMS FOR PARENTS OF YOUNG CHILDREN .

L4

Rationale, for Programs for Parents of Young Children
Title I Parent Programs

.Implications for Evaluation ) ‘-
P PLANNING AN EVALUATION » . . . .} e
What Do You Want To Know? SRR e ,

What Role Wlll Parents Play?
~What About "A Control or Comparlson Group”.

Iv. ,FAMIELY EDUCATION PLANS . . . .,;., :
V 4

V. PROGRAM EVALUATION e e e e T

Techn1 pes for Gathering Descrlptlve Information

‘Techniqués for Measuring Short- Tt-:'rm.Impae«t\\EI
» Techniques  for Measuring Long-Term Impact an
Sustained Effects

< ? Technlques for Llnklng P}ogram Préctlce to Outcome -

NOTES ON SOURCES OF PURTHER INFORMATION se -

o

4
General Sources’ ' _ .. ~

ot Program Evaluation . : >
- Observation
° Linking Program to Outcome -
Other Sources of Informag}on
cTest Collection . .

“

APPENDIX. . . . :

Insé;;menps to_Tg;AC:e Parent Education . -

REFERENCES . . .r wrv v v o o v e ee o e ere oo i
« . . g
¥ L J
. - ‘. .,’_’ c oL
) b o .
I \
-
% . [
! o -
» + : B

"y

Page

. vii

25

31




-
a
Fi
<
.
A28
'
-
s
-~
. .
.
.
. .
‘ -
. .
!‘
L]

~
/ -

%
o

LIST OF FIGURES

ure B . (

\ . .
1 - Examples of Goals for Parent Involvement °. T . . . . . .. .

2 Parent Interest Survey Form . . . .| v . v v v o0 o oL

3, ESEA Title I Parent Activity Information . . . . . . . ...

Parent-School Contacts . . . . . e e e e e et e e e
3 ! . .
5 Examples of Questkonnaire for Parents . . . . . . . . . . .o,
i . i ’ . .
) E
v " : ' e .
s

v
s - ¢
¥ . 3
Ay . | ’-\“ .
A% ' R i 4 .
- . .
‘ 5
!
K4
- .,
' +
,
A
. ’ Ll
’ .
— - i
~ -
- ° > . i
- S . N .
» s N
. A -
@ —
*. -
< P - o
e ) o -
' * ’ - -
. -
. : °
’ ; P ~

32
34

37

<
&
4
-
’
.
!
LY -
¢
.
-

»
/
B
>
PR
* -
&
-
.
A,}"'
R
. ’
led
« ¥




-

4‘\"

L2

l. ) ’ A‘
A _ .. VINTRODUCTION -
d This resource book briefly discusses the.issues and ehallenges of evalu-

—_

ating Title I programs for ‘the parents of young children. It describes the

.

goals and organization of many early childhood Title I (ECT-I) ‘parent programs

-

and presents variou§ ways of qxi:uating them. The booklet is intended for

\ : ‘
program plannérs, evaluation personnel, and teachers. Some of those persons
\ ’
¢\ X \} i

will alreadx ¥now 'something of Title I evaluation but may not Be familiar with _

tite special issues of evaluating parent programs. Others may be knowledgéablé

[ . ~

_about R;pgramsvfor.parpnts but unaware of ways in which evaluation czn be used®

- - \

. . . s
td improve what they are doing. .
s M 4

2

The book is organized into six chapters. Chapfer II éxplains the ration- P

ale’ for programs for thé parents of young\chiraren and describes‘sévera; types

~

"of program currently funded under Title I. In Chapter III we discuss evalua-

tion plans: why evaluation might be done and,whatﬁgeéisiohs it might inform.
. - e /

We also ¥xamine .issues of technical qualfty»agd point ‘out why expectztions

for evaluations of programs for Parents must be more modest than those for

Y

evéluation‘of other typsé of program. In Chapter IV we discuss meeting in-

’dividual needs and assessing individuﬁﬁ,growth of pérehts; and Chaptey V -

-
. . .

presents some techniques for gathering descriptive information about programs

» v

: ahd for evaluating their eﬁfectivehess. In the last chapter Jb summzrize

~
. . .
some*of the challenging issues involved in egglhating programs for-parents.

¥

- ¢ ¢

] .
Finally, we provide'references to sources of further information on the
e L . . i 4 ~ A *,
topics treated in this resource book.

kS

5 A few general comments are in order. First, we treat here only those ’
. - . v - - . “ . -
activities that invelve parents ir the education of their child so as to

r
>

improve that child's academi& competeénce. “More comprehensive activities--
) . ' 5

4 .0 L4
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for éxémple, job training or personal counseling, such as in the Follow

Through supplementary training component of the Child and Family Resource.
- A ’ \ )
Program--are often an important part of parent involvement; however, as they

’

are beyond the scope of programs'currently afT%wed by Title I, they are

omitted from our discussion. . ‘ ’ ;
4. 9 -

* Second, this book--like all the resource books in the series--stresses

< -

the usefulness of evaluation to LEA decision making, ;nd particularly for

purposes of program ménagement ‘and improvement. If the evaluation of pro-
grams for parents can reduce uncer;ainties and help decision makers .in their

e '
tasks, it is well worth pursuing. “If it cannot, it might better be left

undone. - N
Finally, ekperts agree that for reasons both methodological and ethiéal,

evaluating programs for parents presents special challenges. In oufifurvey

of parent progfahs, we éought information on evaluation techniques from many

Sources. First we consulted academicians and practitioners particularly _

*
»

knoylngeable in the area of parent education. Then we examined the useful-

’

ness to ECT-I parent programs of the tests of mother-child interaction cited

in the Test Collection of the Educational Testipg Service. We also conducted
AN .
an ERIC search for parent education programs. Ke sent 300 letters of inquiry

to all pregrams identified tMere, to programs listed in Education Programs

s

That Work (United States Office of Education, 1978) that include parent com-

? - .

ponents, and to programs included in the Interim Handicapped Children's Early

>

Education *Program (HCEEP) Overview and Directory, developed by the BEH (1978).
We received over 100 replies covering a yide range of programs. Most of
these described their parent involvement component, but few spekifically

discusseé ghe meams of evaluating it. Some said they simply did n&t know

\ ’ P
+ »

EJA

D
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how to evaluate programs for parents, Almost all concurred that the task
is particularly difficult. Specifigally, many" expressed frustration over
the following:* . A L o

e The technical quality of available assessment megsures

e The difficulty of matching measures’to their. program or population,

' e ‘
e The inability to allow for the particular aptitude-environment- . ‘ L
treatment interactions between each parent and' the program

e Reluctance to intrude on family privacy. -

In spite of these sobering realities, most program personnel remein
committed to and enthusiastic about programs for parents and believe in the
efficacy of their own programs. Moreover, théy demonstrate ingenuity and

resourcefulness. in designing ways to ewvaluate and then improve them. It is

our hope that this book can tffnsmit their ideas and so help resolve the .
evaluation dilemmas facing other programs for parents. - * = ° ' -7
L
- RO .
> ]
A
N
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- II.. TITLE I PROGRAMS FOR PARENTS OF YOUNG CHILDREN

Y .

One clear-trend in early childhood education since the 1960s has been’
1ncreased emphasis on parent involvement (Haney, et al. 1980"Datta 19l5).
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1956 (as
amended) has,greatly 1nfluenced that trend. In this chapter we bglefly ¥S'
view the history.of programg for parents, the t;pes of programs that have
evolved, and the Speclflc prog:sions of Title I that determine the nature of
parent programs under its aegis. Then we consider the implications of various

approaches to program evaluatlon

RATIONALE FOR PROGRAMS FOR PARENTS OF YOUNG CHILDREN

Educatlon programs for parents are not new. Over the years various
programs have aimed at he1p1ng parents promote their, ch11dren's moral develop-

ment, emotional and social growth, physical and mental well-being, cognitive

X

development and academic achievement. Most recent efforts have concentrated

3

on enhancing cogn1t1ve skill and academic ach1evement partlcularly among
children of poor families. These activities have come about for three Teasons.
Elrst when preliminary evidence suggested that compensatory preschoql educa-,
tion programs alone brought no sustained 1mprovement in children's 1nte11ect

A f o

or academic performance program planners sought‘more effective means of in-

teryention forAeducationally deprived children than the simple notion dr a

year of prekindergarten. Second,'new research findings pointed to the im-

portance of the early ‘Years of life in stimulating children's curiosity, pro-

pensity.to explore, and later cognitive functioning. They also suggested

that since the role of parents in early child development is crucial, programs
o

starting during the first years of a ch11d‘s life might be more effective if

they had intensive parefital participation. Finally, incteased public demand

. . /0

11
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_rudiments ‘of child development and guided to activities and ways of inter-

}

. . I

- . . S 1
“e

. .

that education programs be made accqrntable to the community,bled to provisions
f { . - .

.

not only guaranteeing parental rights to- plan, review, and evaluate prograﬁé, -

. -
but, in theory at least, establishing a partnership between parents-and schoels

~ -

Taken together; these ideas geneYated a varietw%?f/brograms for parents‘
- ? . .

to insure the best educational opportunity for children. o ' B I

of young children. Such programs are built on the supposition that parents, s

even more than teachers, can respond appropriately to their children and pro-

-

\
vide an early .and continuing. environment of stimulation, security, and affec-
tion. If some parents fail to provide the necessary support, it ¥i not through

intent, but because they do not know how. These parents can be taught the N

0
~ -

acting that will help their children'learn. Educatlon programs cap provide
parents with opporttmities to practice new skills. Moreover, once the parents /;>
%gve been adequately instructed, their new knowledge will carry over to other .

children in the famfl}, and the family environment will become richef, more
N ’
stimuldting, and more appropriate to the devel&ﬁment of all its children.

However, there is‘no clear order of importance in the various findings ’

-

oo ' . . :
about the way children learn. Nor ha%\jt beeri shown that there is a single .

. - > A} .
best way for parents and children to interact or for parents\to take part r

in their child's.education. Therefore, there has been a proliferation of

programs, differently organized and with different goals,irgflecting dif- - >

ferent notions on the best way to involve parents. We have identified four .

models: the indirect information wmodel, the direct instruct}pn.model, the

3 .

resource volunteer model, and a model involving parents as policy makers. .

The indirect information model uses program staff to inform the parents®

——

about the program and the child's progress. Conferences, report cards,

L%
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. general meetings, and %nformation bulletins are:'common ways to do this. The

basic assumption )8 programs like this is:thatmcarents serve best as rein-
forcers of school learnlng The more they know about their chlld's school s
Jprogram ‘the more they can--and w1ll--support it at home - The second model,

- -
direct instruction,’ teaches parents how to instruct their children, although
there is some digagreement on how this is-best eone. {hese parent education
or parent training programé have been variously designed to help parents
understand child demelopment in general), to take accomnt of their own chil-

dren's characteristics, to develop specific skills in instruction Oor inter-

action, and to provide an "optimal match' between children's ne and “their

education. In these programs parents are both stueents end teachers, and
‘must both learn what to-do and tfansmit that kncwledge effectively-t0 their
children., .

A third type of parent program relies on perent participation in volun- kg
teer OT supportvactivities: Pmog;am staff define parent§' opportunities--
or responsibilities--for support, including such t%ingé h$ serving as volun-
teer aldes, accompanying tﬁe tlass on trips, raising funds for program use,
and participating in school cleamaﬁgggé constructiog\gttivitfes. Through
pagents™ association;yith school acti%ﬁties, prcponents’ of thése programs
hope to promote favorable attltudes toward the “rogram that will indirectly
lead to a supportive attltude at home and to 1m*roved school performance.

v

Finally, many qrogram% have tried to involve parents as a@V1sors or

v

policy makers. Through advisory boards or councils, parents may participate
in planning program modifications and in needs assessmen; or evaluation, or
act as advocates for the program within the comzunity or in a_larger political

Y

arena. *
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o TITLE I PARENT PROGRAMS ' ' : 5

.

Let,us now review the provisioﬁs oﬁ‘&ifle I of the Elementary and Secondary

/ -
Education Act that relate to parent involvement and examine how they are applied
/ . .

in ECT-I progrdms. Both the provisions themselves and the ways in which they

-

are applied have 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for program evaluation. )
Title I requires that Local Educational Agenc}kg((LEAs) involve parents
{
-
in two ways: (1) in governance and policy making, and (2) in education programs.
4

The former takeg'place through Parent Advisory Councils (PACs), and these are:
4

subject to a number of regulatlons Title I legislation and rules are more

open about the latter, allowing con51derab1e latitude for local dec151ons about

the purpose, content, and organization of parent participation in education

~

programs. i

Parent Advisory Councils

Parents participate in Title I program governance and policy making via
Parent Advisory Councils. Composition of and eligiﬁility for PACs is clearly
»
specified. Section 125 states that an LEA may receive funds under this title

only if it establishes a Parent Advisory Council for its entire school district

" -

: N .
and for each project area or,p:g{ggt school.* PAC members must be elected

byvthe parents of children to be served by projects assisted by Title I.

4 ‘ ¢
The district PAC must also include representatives of children in schools

f

eligible for but not participating in Title I programs, For project aré}s
or ﬁ%ojeét‘schools in which 75 or more children are serv%d, there are ad-
_ . LY

ditional requirements as tp the size of the PAC, membership, respodgibility

for electing officers, and frequency of meetings [Sec. 125 (a)].

* An exception is made in cases where not more than one full-time equivalent,
staff member is paid with Title I funds, and where not more than 40
"students part1c1pate in the program [Sec 125 (a) (B)].

~

o _ . 14 -

<



The tasks of PACs are more generally stated than is their organization.

Thus Section 125 requires that: , . .
Each local education agency shall give each advisoxy council ‘
which it establishes undér subsection (a) responsibility for -
- adV151ng it in planning for,’ and implementation and evaluation-
/// of, its programs and progects assisted tnder this title.

.  How these tasks are cairied out is determined within local education

*

- -

-

. " agencies.

‘In order to assist PACs with their responsibilities, LEAs must provide
! .

each PAC member with: the text of Title I;.éll federdl regrulations and guide-

lings issued under or associated with it; all ‘appropriate ijggulations and
. . ’

guidelineg associated with the-title; andf%ny report resulting-from state

or federal auditing, monitoring, or evaluation in the distriict [Sec. 125 (c)].

To enable PACs to use that information and to function knowledgeably, LEAs .
, -~“ . -, Y .. .. [y &
.must provide a training program for,Barents, but the content of that program

<
is not specified. The legislation states only that the program: A

(1) shall be planned in full consultatjon w1th the members

of such advisory counc1ls X A ) ,
'

e
- 5
~

%
. (2) shall provide each mem@grﬁof such councils$ with appro- .
priate materials; and
.(3) may permit the use of funds under this title for ex- .
penses associated with—suth training, 1nc1ud1ng expenses
associated with the~attendance of such members at t.raining .

sessions. L
- [Sec 125 (d) (b)]

v

“

&, How parents are trained is thus a Iocal metter.

-

Y . A _

Participation in Program Activities

+

Two sections of Title I describe parental participation in education

programé. Section 124 (1) states:

A. Local education agencies may receive funds under this
title only if parents of children participating in programs

. .
.« °
%
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assisted under this”section are permitted to participate
in,the establishment of such programs and are informed
of and permitted to make recommendations with respect
to the instructional goals of such programs and the prog-
- ress of the children in such programs, and such parents
are afforded opportunities to assist their children in
- achieving such goals.

Section 117 (c) provides for access to information parents need:
E. Each local education agency which applies for or re-
5 _ceives funds under this title shall make the application \
‘\;aﬁaJall pertinent -documents' related thereto available to
fpargnts, teachers and other members of the general- public.

&

However, Titld I does not spell out how information is to be nade available

or how parent$ are to take part in establishing programs, making recommenda-

tions about grogram goals, evaluating their children's progress and helping

~

adminisgrative capabilities. Moreover, in general, programs for parents
change\és'the children grow glder. For the parents of young children, pgrent
education actitivies tend to be projects, while programs for parents of

older children are often subsumed under the more general activities of PACs.

- Q/,

IMPLICATIONS FOR EVALUATION

t
Because programs for-parents are so diverse, they will differ in their

effects on both parents and children. - Therefore, any attempt to evaluate

g program will have to take careful account of its goals. What was done
-~

and how well can be judged only,Against the hackdrop 'of what was intended.

There are many ways of organizing the goals of Title I parent programs.

-

One é{mply way is to considér them in two broad classes: those directed at

-

Q | . 1{3
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changing parents' knowledge, attitudes, and behavior with respect to their

children's learning; and those designed té change parents®: knowledge, atti-

¥
tudes, and behavior toward school services and personnel.* Figure 1 summa-

/
N
rizes the two goal areas and gives examples of typical objectives in eachs

Parent educdtion programs concerned with fostering Inowledge about child '
development and the’ learning tasks of 'young childrenq(Cell A) might instruct
parents on topics such as how to understand age;appropfl child behavior,
ot teaching techniques. ‘A reasonable subject for instruction would be reading
readiness. Program personnel might describe to parénts the various $kills
involved, such-as letter recognition, auditory sequencing, and viiPaI scanning;

suggest ways to motivate the child to leayn; and finally, provide reading

nr'

readiness activities or perhaps easy reading materials.

.

Programs focusing on parental attitudes toward chilcren's learning

(Cell B) would help parents to fecognize their child's characteristics and

to develop appropriate expectations of the child. They cight try to make

parents aware of their attitudes and beliefs about their child, perhaps by
h S

role playing or by video-taping simulated parent-child irteractions. In

these programs, parents are encouraged to believe that the way they interact

[y

with their children makes a difference to their .children's learning. They

L4 .

dre helped to feel more comfortable and secure in their roles as home teachers

of their children., At the same time, the importaace of teing readily acces=

sitle to their children and of cog:eying interest and apgroval ﬁay be strg;sed.

-

-

* There are also prograﬁ; with goals that go beyond the parental role and
try to meet the personal needs of parents as adults. : Since these are
beyond the scope of activities allowed under Title I, we exclude them
from this discussion. ' ) ﬂ T

g B o ,
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Goal:
To Produce
-Change in

-
Toward Q£;1d
L8

Toward School

!

arents'
nowledge
)

A

To understand theschild.'s educa-
tional, emotioral, and health (in-
cluding nutritional and dental)
‘needs

To know what play material is
appropriate at different ages

To know what the child should be
learning and how best to help
him learn

To be aware of services available
and hows<to use them, e.g., referral
for spec1a1 education '

To know what tasks the child is
working on in school

Torbe aware of the provisions of
Title I and the federal regulations
and guidelines associated with it

To understand and use program
evaluation reports in planning °
program activities

-
%

N
Parents'
Attitudes

B

To appreciate the child's in-
dividual characteristics of tem-
perament and learning

To aéQelop realistic and flexible
expectations of tRe child

)

E

s

To trust school personnel and
view themselves as partners of
the schools in the e\aluatlon
process

.

To view themselves as important in
the success of their child's educa-
tion

Parents'
Behﬁvior

-

C

To ,adapt behavior--such as v%rbal
behavior and patterns of respon-
siveness, availability, and sup-
portiveness--in ways that will
promote the child's growth and
development

To provide appropriate instruction
in school readiness activities

3

-referral for special education

F

To seek appropriate services, e.g.,

To initiate and attend conferences
with teachers ras appropriate

To participate in PAC meetings and
other plannlng,‘1mp1ementat10n,
and evaluation activities

To help other parents become in-
volved in Title I activities

(
Figure 1:

Examples of Goals for Parent Involverent

» ‘ : R
/. )




— many parent education’progkams therefore include breaking through this re-~

Finally, parents are helped to provide material and experiences that are in-
- teresting and challenging to their child at each stage of development.

Parent education programs in which the main goal is to change the way

parénts teach their children (Cell C) usually ﬁTOVide more directive activities.

-

They show parents how their actions--how they speak and respond to their chil-

dren, and how supportive they are--affect .the child. Parents night also be

shown how to use appropriate rewards to reinforce achievement. In addition,
. -, . [

these programs instruct parents how to teach their children school readiness

- skills--for exaﬁple, by demonstrating how to use simple letter games to help

-

their childrqanith letter recognition.
Turning now to programs that fozﬁg on parental knowledgé, attitudes,
and behavior with respect to schools and the educational process, we see

activities of a somewhat different sort. Cell D illustrates the first of .

these. Many parents, especially those who come from poverty, have had bad

-

experiences with public institutions, including the schools. Their perception

of education and schools is colored by feelings and values that sometimes

p;eclude effective collaboration. Often the most needy parents are also

Co. ’ . ) N
the most reluctant to deal directly with school personnel, either -about .

their child's education of about more general program issues. The goals of"‘*“*"“‘f‘za

ot

“

e .
serve by giving parents full, easily understood information- about the program:

what it offers, espéZZally as it relai??“\q\:tzii child; how to reach the

-

gervices'and personnel that will help; how effective the program has beén;

“other programs and services; and how to initiate chenges that seem desirable.

'
At the samé time, program personnel may seize the opportunity to acquaint

interested parents with the provisions of Title I and the associated

o
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°
~

regulations and guidelines. They méy also tell them about the program evalu-

ation reporty, and perhaps involve them in evaluatiom activities..
porty p p X

-~ . '

- Closely related to these are the goals that fall in Cell E. Many prbjécts
\ L . ‘ i

’ 1)
TS —

now strive to change parental attitudes toward the schools. ' They ask parents -

i »

+to become active advocates, not.only for their own children but in planning
optimal Title I program activities for all eligible childrem. %hey try to
"
- develop trust between parents and school personnel, a sense of being partners
. working together in tﬂe best interests of all children. They ‘encouragesparents
to .view themselves as important to the success'of their childts édication.
Finally, in Cell F wz have changes in the way% parents/relate to the
s school dnd the educatjon process. Seeking parent involvement in order to
assure program éccountability appears in this doméin. Examples of other ob-
,jgctives are: to’havg parents attend parent-teacher conferences with appro-
priate frequency; to request special services when necessary; to participate
in PAC activities, and attend PAC meetings.
In practice, of course, programs have many goals. While eValuation need

not deal with all of them, it should be a valid assessment of at least some

of the significant ones. -Each program must gherefore decide which of its

goals are the hmost imMportant and hence merit attention in evaluation. A . |

0 .

variety of techniques are available for obtaining the information needed to #
Y

o
evaluate progress toward those goals and to assess other program facets of _ G;;

interest, such as the opportunities for parental involvement, parents' reac-

tions to the program and its usefulness, or the short- and long-tera effects
b4 ‘

of the program on children's learning. These techniques include unobtrusive

- AY

measures, parent reports, and rating scales; tests and direct observations;”

(teécher ratings, home observations, observation of parent-child interaction);

2

1

\(o : ' 20
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic

P

v )

and self-study and procéss evaluation, which of these are used depends L\

1

largelxqﬁpon the focus of the evaluatic:. - ”“\\ '
In the .following, we first des¢cribz how. to ﬁlan an evaluation. We then

———

discuss the Family Education Plan, whict'guides the forﬁulgtion of program

goals and the assessment of pregram eff:cts on families. Finally, we examine

.

the various techniques availlable for ge-hering the informatién needed for

program evdluation. : . .
' >»
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~ III. PLANNING AN EVALUATION - , o
2 (. . ; ”‘. 9, . i e ‘
' Sometimes good fortune and good planning combine to permit program o

[ -

planners and evaluators te-develop education programs and thei{r evaluations

concurrently. .The former clarify program objectives as the jatter ¥stablish
the best ways to determine ;hether those obJectives are being met. Moreover,
beyond assessing the fit*between program aims and their attéinmenf evalua-
tion can have an additional function: It can providefinformation to help ‘

N L9
“with the myriad decisions that must be made about .the program};and p£$31de,~ s

’

it at the right time, when it is most likely to be use¢ful for mainta

L]

and improving the -program. i ' ‘ . .= Tl

. ) - S .
WHAT DO YOU WANT TO KNOW? L " ; o wre &' & /

‘ ’

The first key issue in planning the evaluation is, why conduct rt at

all: what Kinds of decision must be made, and in what‘qrder?‘ Almost .always
v N ‘ . . - -
sore than one kind of decision is pending at the same time, so evaluvdtion

\ -
N ~ , s . .
plans for many programs have more than one c0mponent. For exampleiiin one

Colorado education program for pargnts of preschool childreng.it was decrﬁed

\ .
° 3. on

that the most important questions were: ° - ‘ -

\Did the program deliver the services 1t promised, as frequencly as it
aid it would? . - .,
. \ . ) -

) 'Hou\did participating parents react to the program? .

o that was the shortsterm effect of the program on the ‘children of ~ % ,
. its part1c1pants7 N

,,' heY

> The &aluation thus had three components. First, reecords of scheduled home

_ visits and meetings showed how often the program enabled parents to partigi-

-

? pate, while attendance figures showed how often individual parents cid so,

»9 o

which of them used the p%ogram most, which services they used most, amount

. of use at various times .of year, and whether frequency of program use was
/ . - .




end of the school year revealed what parents saw as the strengths and weak— ;
< ~A

-

) — - -

R . . I .~ -—
associated with children's achievement. Second, a survey conducted at the

nesses of the program and how they thought it had affected them. This sug- '

gested to the program director and teachers where improvemen® was needed for
/ N 2 .
the next year. Finally, scores on school readiness tests indicated the ’
- v
program's short~term impact. Although there was no formal control ,group,

I3 R -

the scores of participants' children were compared with thosé of children
enrolled in the Title I kindergarten whose parents had not participated in

the parent program, and were found to be significantly higher.
- d P

. . ¢
Other programs for parents might focus evaluation efforts on other

issues, If, for example, they w1sh to know about the effectlveness of the

information about thJ program that they distribute to parents, they might

“
-

ask: . t

* . o Do the parents read the reports or newsletters sent home?

e Do they use the information? For example, do they know what activ-
ities their child's class is concentrating on @r what tasks the chil-
dren are learning? Do they know when the next parent meeting will
take place, and are they plannéng to attend?

Y e If they‘use the information, how do they do so?

P

e If they do not, why not? ; - ! ’

Parent educators might want the answers to other questions: .
e Do parents who participate in parent program§ change their way of
. teaching or behaving with their children?. :
S
e Do participating parents use other community services differently?

e Do the children of parents who participate in their school aetivities
have different attitudes towardaschool than children whose parents
do not participate?

e Do they achieve any better?
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When parent participation consists in volunteer activities, evaluation

questions might be phrased in terms of frequency of participation, amount

~

of mpney raised, number of projects completed, frequency of parents' outside

speaking: engagements, and the. like. Finally, governance as the primary
< h .
focus requires a careful examination of the decisions made, how they are

“.

reached, whether or not they are put into practice, and how competent

S :

v -

parents feel in the role of advisor. .

. O
Evaluations can be designed so as to answer all of these and a great

Iy

¥ os
‘s

many other uestibn&. The first challenge is to agree on which decisions
-~

are the most crucial, and--since trade-offs are sometimes necessary--which
~ ‘.

may have to be deferred, at least for a whilé. Alternatively, it:%hy be

reasonable to focus on one set of decisions when a program is getting

started and another when it is firmly established.. In any case, once evalu-

-

ators, program staff, and parents have looked closely at the program goals N~

to see what the program purports to do, they muét,ﬁhen list the pgssible

decisions to-be made,and the kind of information necessary to make them.

WHAT ROLE WILL PARENTS PLAY? > . ’ . \

s}

A second key issue is the role of parents in the evaluation. The most
. 4

~  obvious, although by no means the only one, is that of objects of evaluation.

2

Evalyation a® program staff examine the short-term impact of the program, or
- ~ ’ ¢
b its later effect on parents' knowledge, attitudes, or behavior. Parents
take tests, fill in questionnaires, or allow themselves or their homes to

be observed so that program effectiveness may be estimated.

“white this kind of tfad%}ional measurement may be valuable for some

~ /

. . ~
purposes, we suggest a different technique that many programs enthusiastically
[

rebort: to have parents act as agents of thelgvaluatioﬁiinstead of--or in
\ -

ST L / ~
| - 29
IC | / o

-
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addition to--being its objects. Many parent education programs find it use-
ful and economical to involv? parents ‘at every step-in planning, implementing,

and evaluating their own programs. Program staff and parents jointly assess

. the need for a program, identify goals for the program as a whole and for
individpal parents, determine a useful system of service delivery, and . finally
[ 4 d .

L document implementation and evaluate the effect of the program. Education
[} ‘ - N -«

+ ., for parents thus becomes education with parents. Some of these tasks, such

as assistfing in program planning and evaluation, are ideal activities for

[y

#ACs, Others, such as setting individual goals and asgéssing individual

prog}ess, lend themselves better to joint plahning by teacher and parent.

.
For evaluation purposes, this kind of involvement means that although they

m;y need train;hg aﬁé support, parents help to decide what information to
collect, how to analyge it, and how to use it. It also probably means that
data ﬁill be easy to-collect and analyze. Results should be presented clearly‘
and simply, so that ghey can be readily traﬁslated into appropriate changes

in individual programs, and later into decisions about the total program.

WHAT ABOUT A CONTROL OR COMPARISON GROUP?

.

A third key decision cgncerns the standard against which the program
can be judged. Under ideal circumstances a well-designed experiment is the
" . ;
~ best way to evaluate the effects of a progranm, becgﬁse it sheds light on "+
w¢_, cause and effect. Unfortunately, experiﬁents are rarely feasible for evalu-
\ ' ating.Title I programs for parents. The simplest case of a\conventional
experiment requires the following step;:

e Identify the population to be examined (parents of young children
eligible for Title I assistance) and select a sample from it

e Use random or some other probabilistic assignment to 'divide the
sample into two homogemeous groups, a treatment group and a control
group -




LY

e Ensure that the two groups remain as much alike as possible; except
for participation of the treatment group in the progrzd

o At the end of the pfogram, compare the two groups on variables of
interest.
A . ) ' ~
For % number of reasons, these requirements are difficult to czeet in programs

e , ' ey :
for parents.* First, it 1s hard to know how to deffne .an elizible population

of parents. Are social and economic variables enough? Eligitility require-

ments for Title I programs in general decree that they are no:, Should
. . - . ™~
parental competence be measured in sete way? Our later discussion will show
/

that this cannot be done at all validly. How about children's competence?

- Should parents be identified and then matched by tbeir childrsn's performance
on one test ox anotﬂeré The predictive validity of young children's per-
formance on tégts is also weak. Second, even if eligibility can be agreed
upon, identifying candidates and then selecting from among thesa is Aifficult.
Schools lack jurisdict%on over parents, and parent;' lives.are seldom geared °
to school calendars and schedules. "All schools can do.is :éke.a‘program

’

available. Parents must decide whether they wish to join andé can arrange to

do so, (Haney, 1980). (Third, as we have seen, participation cannot be - (

“ )

randomly arranged. Some parents will be more willing to joir the program

‘than others. Whatever the reasons for this, participging perents probably
do not represent ECT-I parents as a whole; therefore the results of an evalu-

ation can rarely be generalized to parents who do ﬁot‘particiigié. Moreover, ,

randomly assigning some volynteers to the program and others =o the control
£

»

d s

* For a more detailed--but easily understood--discussion of The methodological
issues of evaluating parent education programs, the reader is referred to -
Gtay, S. and Wandersman, L., The Methodelogy of Home-Basec Intervention :
Studies, Child Development, 1980, 51, 993-1009. . L.

-
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. group is impractical: imagine telling half the parents who want to join

your program that they can't, but that you 8till would like to collect data

’
s

from them!

t

Even if a program group and control group can be set up, difficulties

almost inevitably arise in maintaining them. Parents in the program may -

“

decide that they don't like it or don't have the time; and parents in the

control group, who had little incentite to particlypate anyway, may not be

t

available for later assessment. Thus the group, iginall} comparable, may
be quite different when the program ends, which will distort the results.

A/ Another requirement for experimental integrity is ensuring that the

~ .

control group’ does not- receive the progrgh. This is not always easy. For
example, some of the parents in the two groups may be friends. Those in
the treatment group will discuss what theyahave leafned with those in the
‘control group. Or parents in the control group may seek out and participate
in g?Fomparable program: if tﬁey joineq from interest in your program, their
disappointment at being excluded may lead them to thit alternative--which
may also ﬁave positive effects.~ Thus when the two groyps are compared,
.ligtle difference will be fognd. The obvious--but incbryect--conclusion
is that the program doesn't work. . s

We-see, then, that the theoretical advantage of experiments and quasi- |
experiments* often disappears when we use them to evaluate ECT-I programs
‘for parents. Instead of obtaining unequivocal information on ﬁrogram effects,

‘ .

we may end up confused or misinformed about the»worth of “the program. Thére-

’

fore, evaluatoys and planners in many programs have turned to less rigorous
* 4

* W have concentrated on the problems of true experiments, but the dif-
ficulties are similar in quasi-experiments using equivalent control
groups or time series. *

. *

E WBEE @4 = 1
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[ L4
but more practical methods that link evaluation to the needs of families or

3
. [

to program management and development. In the former, evaluation often con-

sists in developing an individual Family Education Plan with each family,

and then jointly determining whether it was implemented as prescribed and

assessing its effects. In thexlatter, evaluation focuses on the program,

carefhlly describing what took place and how parents felt about participating

in it,




IV. FAMILY EDUCATION PLANS (% N

' Perhaps the biggest challenge to those who develop and run programs for

parents is to take account of the enormous differences among families. " In

Ky

the broadest sense, families differ in the goals that they Have for them-
selves and their children, in the cultural values and‘expgriences they bring
to child rearing, in, their attifudes toward education in the pUbllc school
system, and in their personal style and tolerance for part1cu1ar Chlld be-

havior. For example, the mother of three preschool children might be ex-

pected to spend far less time interacting with each child, and to be less

(2

immediately responsive to each child's overtures, than a mother who has only
one Qnall child On the other hand she might time her interactions more
skillfully or respond more appropriately than a first-time mother. Similarly,

parents whose experience with school personnel has been as subord1nates, and
“...‘.'

whose own education has not led to success and fulfillment might be expected
to respond quite differently to teachers and home visitors than parents who

view education as a means to a better life. Program personnel quite reason-/;

.
a

< ) 3 ‘ . . - . *
. ably try to tailor their expectations, their teaching styles, and even the

content.of~programs to each family's needs. One way of doing this is to
develop a Family Education Plan (REP). * ° . ) |

> 'The FEP resembles the concept oi the Individualized, Education Plan (IEP)
that LEAs must develop for allbhandicapped children under‘PL 94—142 (the

Education\for All'Handicapped Act). While the process of dévising IEPs .

A

'varies somewhat from program to program the‘steps that are standard and

, that directly apply to developing FEPs are thesea Jolntly assess 1nd1v1dua1

needs and determine goals; decide how to meet these needs, implement the
__* The authors are indebted to Christine-Dwyer of the Title I Techn%gal
Assistance Center in Region I for her helpful suggestion in expandigg
and refining the concept of the FEP. .
i .

29

.
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decision; séeNhow well the needs are being met; modify program goals and
adapt procedures. Assessment thembecomes a measure of individual progress
as well as a planning step for the next phase of the program.

There are several ways to go about determining individual parental

-~

needs. One is a qdestioﬁnaire such as that illustrated in”Figure} 2. This
is d;efu% in first defin%ng the areas in which parents want heip apd later
showing ,how the parents éeel the program respénded’and how mych thex have
learned. In the questionnaire sh&%n, the range of topics’is broad; other
programs may offer a more modest choice, and a much simplg?’ﬁhestionnaire
might be developed to reflect that range. Note that the questionnaire clearly
implies that certain parehtal needs can be met; it is therefore very important
that the prograﬁ actualli be qipable of meeting them. Unrealistic promises
lead to thwarted expectafions and feelings of failureoall around.

8

The next step in determining the needs of parents is for staff to confer

with parents at the outset of the program. A few questions about their child,

themselves, and how they wish to participate in e program should lead to

-—

«;nitialigoals and a tentaiive FEP., As parenté and prpgram personnel continue
to work together, mdre specific behavioral goals and a more detailed‘fEP may
be-developed and periodically reviewed. An example of the way the process
wqu§ is the following. A parent may initially wi;p to help maké the chilqg
ready for school. The pa;ent’may need to know more about this--what skills
‘thedchild should have, and how to teach them. Together, parent‘and program
.sta%f may decide that the;child shouldﬂzearn to enjoy §torybooks and know

‘ how to look at the detaﬁlg of the pictures. They\may'determine that the

~ | ,
parent will get a library card and read the child one short story eaclf day.

£

-

At an agreed time several-weeks into the program, they may review whether
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the-library card has been obtained; and a 1isk oé the books signed out and .
read will indicate how well the parent is moving toward-the agreed objective. )
Critics of the IEP process in special eddgztion=g%£}end that developing -

these plans for children is time-consuming an& expensive. Federal ;egulations .
_for the educational handicapped children (PL 94-142) and sometimes ;tate
counterp?rts require that parents, teachers, and other specialists, (e.g.,
school Principals, guidance counselors) meet several times to assess family
need and determine educational objectives. . Propo;ents of the process érgue

N equallyAvigorously that IEPs provide the most directly relévant instructipn‘
for each child and generate evaluation information useful at both individual
and program level. Moreover, they maintain that FEP procedures need not be
as compléx. For example, there is no reason why the same classroom multi-
disciplinary procedures need be followed for FEP.  Unlike prograims for handi-

~——
capped children, developing programs for parents includes relatively litfle

-

in the way of formal diagnostic evaluation. Hence the potential cast of
characters is considerably reduced. Moreover the number of staff available
to work with parents is likely to be limited and it seems superfluous to

T ‘involve staff members who will fot participate in the FEP. A small group

of potential service providers is perfectly adequate, particuldrly if one

member is identified as a liaison or advocate for the family and assumes

¢

‘o responsibility for implementing the FER. Finally, like the IEP process, -

the FEP can help to form an alliance between parents and program personnel,

N .
so that evaluation becomes an integral part of the program for parents.




-28-

~

Hl1

L4
Section A.

TOPICS OF INTEREST -

S
Coord:nating Sponsor: Ferguson Florissant School Distrnict vt - g & w
- Parent-Child Early Education Ao RO N Pttt
N - oL [ENa s
Date: . Phone: . PARENT INTEREST SURVEY ™
\ "
Name \ «
! >
Address N
i z CHILDREN:  Number
Y P Current Age: '
. . He Age —_—  _Monthy M
. PARENTS 1 Year Oid v
She Age\ 2 Years Old ' (]
Schoo! Oisrict ¢ 3 Years C:d O'd' :
Length of Residence X - ears
St. Louss Ar\én‘ Years Oid ™M
N\ s
Marital Status: D Marned % D Separated D Widowed
Y

. 'm

Listed below are several topics. FOR EACH
TOPIC, PLEASE MARK (X) to indicate
your degree of interest: =~ - '

PARENTING

Nutrition

Eating during pregnancy: its effects on yours and baby’s health

Establishing sound eating patterns: the first three years

*Planning balanced meals

=N

Junk food: its effects on health and behavior - N

Other:

Health and Safety

What to check before calling the doctor

gecognizing sy mptoms of childhood diseases

What to know about first aid

Ways to prevent accidents

Orther:

o'

‘Growth and Development

Q

What is typical? What to expect and not to expect from birth
through 3 years of age

bEY

Ways to prepare your child for success in school from birth -
in tenms of physical, social, emotional and intellectual de-
velopment,-inciuding speech, language and coordination

How babies learn to talk and develop language -

The value of play - developing social and intellectugl skills

Selecting toys and books appropriate for your chiid

2

Figure 2

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



A

Making and finding no-¢ost or low-cost learning 'games

Ways to increase your child’s self-confidence

How to get your child to, willingly do what you want him to

Ways individual differences in personality and sbilities of
children and parents affect the parent-child relationship

How to select and prepare babysitters

How to select day care, nursery schools, preschools

Dealing with special problems - bedwetting, slow to talk,
picky eating, going to bed without a fuss, etc.

Use and abuse of TV and its effects on learning
Teaching values, morals, responsibility
Sex education and sex roles
Other: ‘
COMMUNICATION, RELATIONSHIPS
" 2ys to listen and talk with each otner
+ Parent to parent
- Parent to chiid
=2ading body langua‘g‘e
Making decisions as a family

Ways for families to talk and work together to solve
problems AN

Letermining what we‘expect of each Other and who does
what — around the house and with the children

P-2paring brothers and sisters for a new arrival °

P-omoting healthy, happy relationships between
brothers and sisters

‘eays to maintain a good marriage and help 1t develop
as children become part of the tamily

*Living in harmony together or near relatives, in-{aws
Other: ’ ’

~

v

SPECIAL NEEDS OR coycsnus

rzoaring for childpirth £
Sczcial concerns of the high school age parent
Fe-uly adjustments related to divorce
Scacial concerns of the single parent
Szecial concerns of the biended famiy (his, hers, ours)

»

Acsptionw
.Azz2pting and helpmg a child with a nandicap or 2
12ec:al problem . .

© Q=er: -

- e e Er —m—— e St Sy, S [

s o0

.
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V. PROGRAM EVALUATION

-

)

In Chapter II we mentioned that decision makers seeking to evaluate
their programs have at their disposal a number of techniques for gathering
the relevan% informa%ion. &hese techniques and their strengths and weak-
nesses are discussed below.

‘.TECHNIQUES FOR GATHERING DESCRIPTIVE: INFORMATION

of ali the classes of data, the one used most widely in proérams for
parents is simple descriptive information. All the programs we surveyed,
regardless of their goals or ‘their organization for service delivery, ré-
ported collecting some kind of descriptive data to docﬁment pérents' oppor-
tunities for involvement and the ways they choose to paréicipate. In addition
to being useful in planning and managing the program, this kind of irformation
is needed.for~cost analyses and to meet federalqigcountability requirements.
'In fact, determining the exteﬁt of pareng involvement is the only required'
evaluation of parent activities:  in their annual performange repoits, state
education agenci;s (SEAs) must provide data, aggregated across all programs;
on the number of.parents participating in PACs and other pawent agtivities; ,
the number of LEAs that provide Title I funds for PAC activities; community
involyeﬁent a; measured by.the number of parents{ both Title I and other, .
Qho paréﬁcipatea;:gnd.Sustained interest as meéasured by the mean number of

persons who attended PAC meetings.” The form to be used in Teporting is

\\\\presenped in Figure 3; the data required are minimal.

‘Unobtrusive Measures

In most cases LEA staff and constituents want to know far more dbout
%

what their program is doing and tailaqr the descriptive information they

a

34
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Advisory- Councils ' ,

-

1. Number of elected meibers of an ahviéory council who: ’ §
. " )

‘
[] N A

a. were pareﬁts of Title I public schoolestudents

N

bv were parents of Title I nonpublic school students-
- N

.

c. received training (not necessaxily tle I
funded training) related to adi&sory council ‘
activities . P

% ~giumber of local educational agencies that provided ’ .
Title I funds for advisory council activities Coe // '
TN "

- - .
~ - . » e 2

. Parent Activities -, | ] ‘ o N -

1.~ Number of parents of Title I' students involved in the
following Title I activities (on each line, count a

parent only once): " e RN ;
N c, Sk o "
‘ a. attended at least one school adv1sory touncil - . o
meeting . - “
b, part1C1pated in project plannlng, implementation,
and/or evaluation . , »
c. worked as volunteers in Title.I activities Fe
) outside the Title I ‘classroom (e.g., chaperoned
activities, provided transportation, etc.) ]
J 2. Number of parents not included. in 1 above (e.gu RN
patents of non-Title I students) who were involved
n one or more of the Title I activities listed .
der 1la-d. L4 ) .

. “ ’ .
\\/ ) ) ) o
. ) . , o )
) <, Figﬁ}e 3: ESEA'Title I Parent :2§&q%£311nfbrmation o, -
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gather to their own needs. That information can generaily be gathered by

. ung?tr051ve m?asures such as simple counts of contacts between parents &nd
- i
+
the progmm--attendance at meetings, -number of parent%who part1c1pate in

A

voluhteer dctivities or visit.the classroom, number of home visits, number ) N

of progress reports:signed and returred, number of 1EP meetings requiring -~

I

little effort.. ©ften conveniently placed sign-in sheets, a-numbering system

ol
. \ . .
for home visits OT progress reports, or a checlist of IEPs completed suffice.
In other programs, contact records include detalls, such as topics dlscussed
'] d

material distributed, referrals to other agencies, new or changed needs or

or sinterests, and plans for further contact (for example, see Figure 4).

Y N

Unobtrusive data can provide answers to questions guch as .the following:

e How many fam111es weY; erved in a given period? How does this, figure
compare with the estImated number? . -
e Ihat types.of service were given (e.g., home v151ts parent confer-.

- ences, written reports, f1e1d trips), and how often'7 o
{ e . .

How many appointments were m;ssed7 What reasons were given? What
follow-Up was done? . :

- . -

o~ How many parents continued with the pfdgram? pr many withdre@?

e How many families needing services were 1c1ent1f1ed'7 How many received ,
services? Why did the others not recelye services? .

¢ . How many parents participated in volunteef activities? How often?
What activities? . -

o Did parents give presentations about the program or write letters of
support? How many? To what audiences?

e What recommendations and decisions were made hy PAC or other parent
groups? Were they followed?, ’

The same question$ can be Gase-in individual terms, and examination of in- -

dividual participation can provide qseful information for planning programs

-

for individual families. . _ . '

rn . .
U )
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»
SUMMARY OF CONTACTS
Things. to be v
, Referrals to Agencies New or Changed Addressed -
Date | Topics Discussed | Materials Shared or Materials Needs or Interests | on Next Visit
&
, _ -, .
4] )
- - '
~
v o 4
d N <
o L » Xaal
B . - . o v
. Figire 4: Parent-School Contacts (from Link Parent Interest Survey)

N . © ;\.
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Thus unobtrusive measures are potentially useful for all types of

~
‘/pfogram: those that simply share informztion; those that involve parents

.

as Geachers; those that rely on parents &s volunteers; and those that include
parents as policy makers. In terms of p:ogram'goals, they are most valuable
in describing changes in parental behavior toward schools and related organi-
zations,

These measures have several advantages. Information is readily avail-
able, and easy and inexpensive to collect: progfam personnel and parents
provide the data each time they meet. Recording each contact takes only
instants, and with care the information should be accurate and reliab!e.

Only three cautidns are in ord&r. First, since accuraty is essential, those

who keep the records should know'kheir purpose and be trafned in their use.

In some cases, simply understanding why information is recorded will be
sufficient motivation for accuracy. In cthers, reminders may be needed
from time to time, and records may have to be checked periodically for com- ~

pleteness and accuracy. Hence our second caution: it is helpful if someone

3

is assigned responsibility for &Verseeing the data. And third, record

systems sho;:h in general be simple. There is as much risk in an over-

elaborate system as in one that contains—toco little information. Too often
‘

a cumbersome system becomes a burden to program'staff and parents, and record

¢

keeping thus becomes less.reliable.

Parent Rggbrfs °

A second source of 'constructive and useful information reported by staff
in many programsfgs periodic reports fro; parents about their involvement
in the program and kheir reactions to it. Algost every p}ogram we Jﬁrveyed

uses somg‘%}nd of questionnaire or interview for that purpose. Most have
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8 developed their own protocols to deal with questions such as:

e Was the program useful?
LY

’ e Was it efficiently and sensitively carried out?

e Did it do what the parents expected it to? . -
e Did program personnel prouwide enough information, and in a form
that wds useful to parents?
~* ‘
e What might have been dong differeﬁtly,-and how? .
. N ’
e Did the program make any difference in the lives %f—the parents ~
or their children? .
Like unobtrusive measures, parental satisfaction scales are reasonable in-
~ L.
dicators of the success of all four major program types. They are most valu-
able in documenting changes in parents' attitudes toward their children's
-
learning and toward the schools. Taken together with descriptive data proy
»
A
duced through unobtrusive measures, they document how parents feel as well
A
as what they do. )
' &

. -

Reports of parental satisfaction are also relatively easy to acquire.
Parents are usually willing to provide the neétsgﬁry information. The form
used may be as simple as that presented in Figure 5; or it may be far more

complex, requiring that parents rank the program-on features such as quality
5:\‘ ]

of commumication between parents and staff; parents' feeling of efficacy

s

within the proggzﬁ; their perceptions of changes in their own attitude,
.. . . . »
knowledge, or behavior, and of changes in gheir children. Often these

more complex questionnaires are completed in the presence of a staff member . —_

»

who’can help. parents with them. They may also be supplemented by a structured ®

interview. Again, we advise simpl%gity. Parents may not respond to a
. ) 1 ‘ N N ¥xy ¢ R
questionnai?e that is hard to undeﬁspand or takes too long to complete,
At

Those who design these fgéﬁs may find that ”lessqés more."! \

, ' d
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-,

N . , ? ,
“1." As a result of participating in thig pregram, I feel
that my .child:

— Has shown improvement in speech and language skills
: - yes - no

© —— Has shown little or no improvement in speech and

language skills .. /
: . “yes no

P

Please explain.

*2. .As a result of participating in this program, I feel
thet I (as a parent)+ .

— Have gained in my understanding of my child's
needs and my ability to help him v

. yes - no
) — Have gaiped little or no new understanding of my
child's needs and feel no better able to help him
" with it than I was before I cam to the workshop.
yes © no

7
r

~ , Please explain, ‘ .

3

3. What parts of the program did you find to be most helpful, and why?

ALY

4. What parts of the prggram did you find to be least helpful, and why?

»

S. What changes'wguld you recommend to be made in the program for next year?

» . - L4
. . - . ©
o (- ~\
.. . ’ )

Y

6. Please'check one of the following:

.- 1 participated in almost all of the program

. : I missed more than five days of the program (or did not pafticipate
in full-day sesSions) . ‘ :

. ’ \
I participated in Yess than half of the program.

e
s . . * -
-
© h *
> L}

: Figure 5: Examﬁle of Questionnaire for Parents

n

bl
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Although questionnaires and interviews are valuable in documenting

parents' feelings about the program and its effects on them and on their

s

chiidren, we must also raise some cautions about them, particularly if they

<

are administered by program staff, Aside from the natural problem the staff
may have in being objective about ‘their own program or performance, parents
may try to 'please the teacher'" by providing what they think the 1nformatlon

seeker wants. One director pointed out: .
It is my observation that subjective reports often amount to
- stroke¥ for staff., If you have & dynamic trainer, or even
. an adequate one, you will often find persons responding to
[him] and unable in any systematic' ‘Way to evaluate the efficacy
of the training provided to them.
Parents may also report differently to different interviewers. They are more

v

likely to try to please an interviewer they consider someone in éuthority (e.g.,

a program director) or sdmeone they do not want to hurt (e.g., a teacher or home

3

visitor). One way of dealing with this is to use parents more directly, assuming

that they will be more honest with other parents. A group-of parents, perhaps

;

PAC members, might he1p¢qecide what information should be asked. With training

tﬁey,may éven take chafge of this aspect of evaluation, conducting interviews,

collecting questionnaires, and even partieipating in data ;nalysis. '*‘\\
Fiﬁally, seyefal program directors reported that they regularly qbllect

this information from parents who leave the program. Responses from this group

often tell where the program has gone awry. Such information is particularly

-

use ful for\improving future efforts. '

Rating Scales L
' -
A third prevalent means of gatherlng descrlptlve data 1s ‘parent ratlngs of

v 3

the instruetion recelved and the impact aof the program on them or thelr ‘child.

»

Parents are asked to assess how much they are Iearning, and whether they are .

3

interacting with or instructing their child differently .after participating

o in the program.

.ERIC _ S @ \




Unfortunately, rating scales are often thought of as measures of program

impact, and issues of technical quality quickly arise:* Developing a scale
and then adequately assessing its reliability and validity is a dinicult

and costly process, often beyond the scope of Title I parent programs. Bor-
rowing scales_dﬁveloped by others has occasionally been moderately successful
in #ttempts to rate changes in parent behawior, but we found only two sets
of rsting scales that have been:used with satisfaction by several programs:
the Parent Attitude Checklist (Boyd and Stauber, 1977), and the Home Base
Survey and Parent .Survey, adapted by the Yakima, Wsshington, Public Schools
from the Parent Educagion Model of Follow Through. The former was-‘bvelopea
for a home-visit parent education program. Parents-rate tﬁeir attitudes and
Behavioral reactions to teaching and child management situstions along a 5-
point scale ranging from '"never" to "always." ’Tié items asssss parents’
knowledge of and participation in“technagues of child management and teaching?

and parents! role as teacher, their self-confidence, and their attitude toward

child discipline.

~ ",. .

. .
The Yakima Home Base Survey and Parent Survey consists of brief questions

that are answered on a scale of "strongly agree' to '"strongly disagree.' The

1 " ~ o

questions address parents' perceptions of changes in their own and their

r N
_child's behavior, their role as a teacher, and- the appropriateness of the

home environment. Both scales are reviewed in the Appendix.
Personnel in several otbp} programs reported that they had tried to
use existing rating scales to gssess changes in pérents' attitudes, but

’,

-

*  For a brief but thoerough dlscu551pn bf tradltlonéa asurement considera-
* tions, the reader is referred to ‘the resource book Assessment in Early
Childhood Education® (Haney Gelberg, 1980). P

o
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with little success. In the interest of avoiding unnecessary effort for

others, we will briefly mention a few of the gcales so used. The first was /

Blaine Porter's Parental Acceptance Scale. Designed|for parents of children

aged six to ten, this measures Efrental acceptance of children. Parents

rate themselves on a self-inventory questionnaire.acqording to their feelings

~

and actions in relation to their child. Another instjrument, the Elias Family’

) * - By, .
Opinion Survey (1952-1954), measures feelings of intfa-family homeyness/home-
* v ’)'; s s

LN - R
- lessness, while yet another, the Index of Parenthl Attitudes (1976), measures

parents' contentment in their relationship to their children. A fourth scale
.. ’ . ~\
that initially was rather widely adopted but was later discarded is Norma

Radin's Parental Attitude Research Instrument (PARI) (1958) or its Glasser-

v

Radin Revision“(1§58). It-has been used as a pre- and post-measure of changes

in parents® attitudeé, and, contains Likert-type multiple choice items. Each

of the 113 items uses a foycea-choice scale."The respondent 1is asked to

[y

b .
agree strongly, agreétmildly, disagree mildly~or disagree strongly, and
replies are scored 4, 3, fi and 1 respectiveiy. "otals are obtained for 23

subscales, each containing’5 items, . ° g

o f .
, The paucity of rating,scales that have beqnﬂsuccessfully adopted outside
B X ,‘Q -
the program for which they.were devejoped ledds us to make two suggestions.

.

First, it 'is wiser for ECTfI‘ﬁarent education programs to make on'ly modest

requirements of the technical quality of a parent rating scale, to develop
L4 . £ 1
one tied directly to their ﬁrdgram, and to use it to improve the progﬁam.
. a3 wve ° .
~1It can be a tich source of information about what parents think they have V.

learned and how they think they have changed, though it may not be totally
s

accurate or give a full picture of program impact. - After all, as research

suggests, the supposed beneficiaries of intervention programs arqqﬁbnsitive

- o - -
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about changes in their own aftitudes or behavior. Moreover, prograss for
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parents may lead not only to specific short-term changes, but to lorz-terz

adjustments in attitude and thus in behavior. -Self-rating scales nchethe-

less offer valuable descriptive information on parents' reactions tc the :
pm—

program, If the items of the scale are tied to objectives, program staff

can use the data to improve their work.

- -

TECHNIQUES FOR MEASURING SHORT-TERM IMPACT .

In some cases it may not be enough to collect good descriptive Zata on
what the program is doing, how it conforms to plans and'requirements,\and
how participants feel about it. In particular, personnel in parent sducation

and parent training programs often want to assess the short-term imrzct of

the program on parents or children. The assessment of young childrex and

of short-term program impact is.complex and challenging. It is discussed in

t

two other resource books in this series, Short-Term Impact Evaluaticzs of

Early Childhoéd Title I Programs (Haney, 1980), and Assessment in Ezcly

~

Childhood Eduacation (Haney and Gelberg, 1980). " In this book we coriine our
discussion to the measuring of short-term program effects on parents. l R
For programs*that intend change in parents' knowledge, behavior, or

attitudes toward the child,htwo foci for evdluation have emerged: gfpirent-

child interaction or teaching style, and the amount of appropriate szimulation

. }
available in the home. Program directors reported the &;g\ifoests, obser-

vations, and teacher ratings to assess the former, and formdl or inf:xmal

-

observation and rating of the home environment to assess the latter.
' A M

»

At first glance, it would seen that the simplest way to determizz what

a program participant has learned is through a test. Tests are relazively

.

14

. Tests « T, /tp../‘\
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easy to g;:I and score and their results are simple to analyze. Mdreover,

- - -

"

if the test is based on criteria deTrived from the curriculum, item analysis
. € \
can show program weakngsses and can serve as a basis for recycling parents
-

-

through material not.yet learned. But there are problems with the use of

\\\ . tests. First, almost no standardized tests are available; and developing

-~

tests of even modest technical quality is a task beyond the capacity of most

- -

ECT-I parent programs.- We found only one test whose developers have system-
; ‘ ~
atically attended to quality control: the Parent As A Teachgfrlnventory,

reviewed in ‘the Appendix. This measures program imgact.on the interéction
of preschool children and their paréht§. It can be given individually or
in groups and takes 15 to 30 minutes.,Fbareﬁts are asked how they respond

in a variety of'specific in}eractions~wi%h their child. The responses are
then coded into five areas: acceptance of the child's creative development,
frustration about child rearing, feelings aboug control and discipline,

—

understanding of chiidren's play and.its influence on development, and con-

©

fidence as a teacher,.

A number of parent programs, pargﬁcularly”%hose for parents of handi-

capped children, have déveloped‘criterion-refgrenced or competency tests

keyed to their éuxriculum. For example, Dallas, Texas, has one (Macy; 1978),

as has Project RHISEE/Outreach in Rockfo}d, Illinois (Smith, 1Q79): Such

™~

tests are most useful in programs aimed at specific changes in parental

behavior, Thus programs with a behaviorist®'philosophy might define rein- °*
- . ,
forcement procedures for parents to learn?“designing several test items to

” ¢
(8

measure their knd@ledge. Of course, for progfams with more diffuse or in-

dividual goals, evgn criterion-referenced tests are difficult to devise.

®
- . & .

T




Beyond the limitations of the measures, there are other problems in
/
- &
trying to test parents. Even if limited technical standards are accepted,
N N ’

taking tests is often frightening to parents, particularly those whoibpve

had unpleasant experiences in school. Mo;eover, since many Title I parents
read“poorly, simply taking a test-may be almost impossiﬁle. Third, because
parents differ so much in what they bring to the program and‘expect to learm
from it, a single test cannot adequately assess program effegtsi Finally,

there are ethical issues. . Many program planners feel that tge testing of

B

parents is an unwarranted intrusion into child-rearing practices--an area

« &
"

traditionally left to the family.
< " -
As a result of these limitations, we found that few progrgms formally

test pérents. Many of those that have tried have abandoned the effart. In

,.those that have not, personnel are uncomfortably aware that ‘the tests do not
. 1
N . Y 2 ¢ . w
adequately r&flect program objectives or respond to the feelap s and needs.
* - ' . ' .
of the parent group. Most-programs therefore have recourse to_ other methods

of assessing program impact.

o

Observational Techniques

-

Instead of u51ng 4ests, some programs have turned o observatlon. .Here

observers systematlcally record parents' behavior according to' predetermlned

+
.

guidelines. Observation techniques are particularly appealing because f@ey

-

assess parental behavior directly and apparently show how parents practice
—what they have learned. They®also provide program personnel with specific

data for pranning further instruction. C

. . ]
We found three observation techniques in use: observation Qf the é@me

v

env1ronment naturalistic observation of parent child 1nteract10n aﬂd gon-

.

trolled observation of parent-child interaction. , We will dlSCUSS qach of

¥ »

these in turn.




Measures of home environment. A number of programs assume that one

-

effect.of the program will be to improve the home environment by increasing

~

understanding of the needs of the children. We found several environmerital
A/gsseésment inventories in the literature, but with few eXceptions, little
evidence of their use beyond the prégram for which they were developed. One
measure was cited over and over again: )the Home Observation for Measurement
bf the Environment” (Caldwell § Bradiey, 1972), designéd for use with children

at .risk of developmental delay due to environmental deprivation. It consists

of a checklist completed by a trained interviewer who visits the family at

b S . C . . . .
/,/ home. The interviewer records items, in areas intended to assess the frequency

and stability of adult-child contact, amount of developmental and vocal
. N . '3 . -
stimulation, need gratification, emotional cIimate, avoidance of restriction
' P ~ i .
on motor and exploratory behavior, available play miterial, and home character-

W . . 7

L
istics indicatingsparental concern with achievement. The observation takes

o .
about one hour. .

1}

1’ A second measure is the Cognitive Home Environment Scale (CHES) developed

-

by Radin & Weikart (1966). This also measures the degree of cognitive stimu-

v N
>

latidn in the home, throubh a combined observation and interview technique.

- . B

. Y . &-
It “has Qeen used by séyeral intervention programs, who reportedly found-it

satisfactory. Both scales are reviewed in’the Appendix. T

&
Proponents Bf home observations believe that they yield greater insight

into program effects than do artificial testing solutions, since they more

realistically portray the kind and amount of stimulation and support the

child receives. Again, however, those considering the use of home environ-

nd 0

ment measures should be aware of potential difficulties.

N -

hd ]
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" if standards of informed consent -are upheld,.parents are aware that their

\

home is to be assessed and may try to make a favorable impression. A duick
éleanup, a hasty tfip to the store for.some inexpensive but "appropriate"
books, a display of play materialethat may:not normally be accessible are
all easy ways to get ready for the assessment--and distort its validity.
PredictiYe validity is also an issue. Although Caldwell has shown some
evidence that home environment and child outcomes are correlated‘(1977),

no other instrument we know of has been able to do so.
v . .
- Third, ‘the observer is a source of bias. ‘Selective inclusion or ex-
clusion of ®bjects or events is the most obvious possibility. No observer

sees eVerything, and seleéting among the myriad of observable events is

}
3 _, 3 . . R -
First, of course, home obsefvations are unav01d§b1y intrusive. Second,

>

»

critical to the portrait painted by the observation. Extensive and repeated

training is t

si\;>nua non for gathering reliable--and relevant--observa-
. y -

¥

tional data. owever, such training is costly; and this must be considered

-

in deciding yhether to make home observations.

ObservAtions of parent-child interaction. There are many parent-child
) / . .
interaction scales in the literature (see Measures of Maturation, 1973, for

k]
an extensive list and description). Although they are designed to asse¥&l;

the educational climate of the home, there is no agreement on what variables

contribute to it. Hence there is the risk of evaluating families by pergsgal

factors—z&.g., housekeeping standards--that are realfy beyond the province

< .

a

of the program. Moreover, most of these scales are not applicable to or
‘manageable by ECT-I parené education programs. Before discussing the few
examples we found tﬂat might be useful in thesemprograms, let us examine
why .observations of parent-child interaction)are wofth considgrjng as a

‘g}eﬁent in evaluating parent programs.,

"1
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- The main advantage cited to'justifisthese observations is that they
yield a rich body of deteiled data aboq} what is really happehing between
parent and child. The argument is{ "L;;k not at-what they say‘gut at what

they do." If the data are collected reliably, they are direct evidence of
X

-

what’ parents do under speEific circumstances.. If, for example, it is a goal

of the program that parents respond to children's utterances with full

{

' - ° ” -
sen,te?ces, observations can determine how frequently and re?rly they do

so in daily events such as mealtime or getting ready for bedy or if the
A ‘ .
goal is to help parents teach through positive verbal reinfoxrcement, obser-

vation can show how often a mother praises a child for a task completed.
. )
ghen the parent behayes consistently in ways suggested by the program, a
L] -'l’."{) -
{ e e . .
reasonable assumptfbn is that the program is responsible. It has "worked."
“F\ . (‘1

§gme/programs exxend the usefulness of their observationms By video-

,taplng them an& replaylng the tapes for subsequent program use. For example,‘

a V1deo-tape of a mother teacb;ng her child o use a new toy might be played

-

back with the méther, allowing her to "see herself as others see her" and

LY

v

to identify elements of her teachiqg style that she or program staff feel

v - 5

could be improved. . . e

Observations of parentfchild interaction range from scales like the

*

Paren% Behavior Inventory (Boyd and'Stauber; 1977)&?in.which home, teachers

12

observe parents informally and rate’ their performance in various teaching

‘ < . . y ° -
and management tasks, to far more sophisticated and expensive measures.

For example, the Mutual Problem-Solving Task, developed by Epstein, Schwartz

2

and Merce (1975), involves systematic observation of mother and child baking

. - ' s
cookies together. Behavior is observed and recorded at time-sequenced

s, R

~ R P v . . . )
intervals and then coded by highly trained staff. Categories of behavior

-
%
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include affect, task involvement, ‘requests for assistance, and responses to

requests for assistance.

.

Levenstein, at the Verbal Interaction Program, has also developed an
observation technique (Levenstein, 1978). In this case, each mother-child
pair is video-taped for "ten minutes of interaction in a standard play situ-

ation. The tape is then coded using a program-referenced Maternal Interactive

Behavior Scale that includes the following items: gives labels; gi¢%s colors;

)
describes actions; gives'numbers\ shapes; gives information, praise; aids

divergence; smiles; replies to child; gives no reply. Video-taping adds to

the expense of the procedure, but it also_allows for greater quality control
> .
’ fhan_scoring on the scene. Moreover, the tépe can be played to the parents.

e v . . . '
Thus evaluation data can be introduced into the process of program planning.

Although observation techniques are appealing and there may be no real

substitute for Ytaking a look at thé program," several issues deserve thought.

First, it is important to understand that the process.of observing often

4 . o <
affeéts the behavior observed. A parent whose teaching style is being as-
sessed may use ﬁbsitive reinforcement in teaching a new skill, and refrain

from scolding or punishing a child, but behave somewhat differently under

normal circumstances. Second, most programs make only a single observation,

.

- - N C s \ . .
or two at the best: one before the program begins and ome when it ends. ®As

responses are likely to reflect momentary fluctuations in parents' typical

"

béhévior, judgments based upon a single observation can be expgcted to be of

* .

limited:validity. ~ .
Third, observation techniques require a highly trained staff ‘using a
b

carefully designed protocol, extensive coding procedures, and often sophis- c

°a hi - . ) . . Y : -
ticated analysis technlquesf\ Video-taping requires additional technical

-

S




staff and hardware. Together, ‘these elements make observatiefi v expensive,

Finally, observation is among the most intrusive types of evaluation. To

the extent that issues of invasion of privacy -and family rights are salient
Py :

to program delivery, they may argue against use of these methods.

Teacher ratings. In many programs teachers are asked to rate parents'

. attitudes, knowledge, and behavior toward their chflg_or the schools--the
same questions as in parent assessments, but from the perspective of the

teacher, Most of these rating sys{ems are simple checklists of program (or

o
individual family) objectives, and teachers rate growth toward those objec~

-

tives. Rating is easy aff inexpensive to do. .-
Like parent reports, teacher ratings are a reasonable way of assessing

how programs affect parents' attitudes, knowledge, and functioning toward -

»
their child or toward the,schooli. Under careful supervision, the information

“

- N o

they yield should be reasonably accurate. A well-trained and perceptive.

teacher who has worked with a parent or a parent-child pair'shquid be able

[

~ ’ - -

to say with some confidente how well the le sons were learned. However,

L]

circumstaﬁEes are not always ideal, and we.must once again mentgon'possible

& )

sources of error.
First, because teachers make an intense commitment of &ime, energy,

and often emotion to each family, they may not always judge dﬁange objectively.’

This is particularly true if they believe that change is also a measure of
their own performance. Second, teachers, like everyone else, bxning to their

job values and expectations that can affect the way they interact with and =
14 Al P
assess parents., For example, a teacher who perceives 4 mother as welcoming: '

and pleasant during home visits may also see her as cooperative and eager/>.
* " A, .
to learn. Conversely, a mother who seems tired, untidy, or unenthusiastic M

~

.
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" may be judged uninterested in the program or even in the child. Separating

the bias 'of teachers'‘attitudes toward certain parents from their assesszent

> *

of program effectiveness needs careful thought.
Summary - -
We have seén that evaluating the short-term impact of programs for .
parents r;ises some special difficulties. The most conspicuous of these is
- the almost total absence of reliable and valid evaluation instruments and
procedures. In addifion, program objectives usually span a broad spectrun,
%
and objectives for individual parents are often unique; hence the probiem of
assuring thatrthe assessment of program goals is valid and the evaluation
findings are representative. For these reasons, we suggest that ECT-I
parent programs concentrate on descriptive studies rather than rigorous
studies of short-term program effects. The credibility of descripfive studies
can be -enhanced by triangulating, or by gathering information from more tAan
one source. For example, program evaluation might include the following com-

ponents: .
*r

.o A rating scale to assess parents' perceptions of their own learning
e A rating scale to determine staff perceptions of parents' learning

e A survey of parents' satisfaction with 'the program

-

- e A reading test to determine whether the child is prepared to cope
with the tasks of early schooling.
‘ ‘ 4
: . TECHNIQUES FOR MEASURING LONG-TERM IMPACT AND SUSTAINED EFFECTS

Decision makers in programs for parents may also need to know whether
~ .

changes in parents'\k?owlédge, attitude, and behavior remained after the

C:q‘#ffgfpts left the program and whether longrtern goals were attained. For

= N\ . . .
example, if at the end of the program parents regularly read to their chil-

’

. I
dren mote often than formerly, do they continue to do so? After several

H . “ /
\ o
QU -

y o e
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years of partiéipating in program activities, do parents develgp positive
attitudes toward education and hence motivate their children throughoq{ the
school years to;study and learn?. Decision makers want to know whethe€r par-
ticipation in programs for parenté prevents or reduces the likelihood. of
future school problems such as dropéing out, truancy, retemtion in grade,
or persistent infraction of sph&;l rules. Finding the answers to these
questions requires a longitudinal data base; that is, records on children
and families must be kept .for as long as possible, preferably from the time
children enter school until they leave.*

) Léngitudingl data can also provide decision makers with useful info£ﬁa-
tion for planning parent programs. For example, they can show whether the
children of’pafents who participate in home visig ppogr;ms do better in
school, or later drop out of school less frequenély, than children whose
parents d; not participate. If they do, an argument, could be made to con-

'S
- . tinue the program. If they do not, program planners might look for alter-

natives . ** . ‘/,/'

~e

LEAs that have a }5ﬁéitudinai data system or are, considering developing

A3
one might do well to include information about families' participation in”

—~ .

parent programs. The reseurce book Longitudinal Information Systems in
N . -

4

) Early Childhood Title I Programs (Kennedy, 1980) pro@ideé helpful information

.k . )

)
ontinues far

* One could, of course, design a longitudinal study t
beyond the school years. Indeed, a number of such s 3s have been
done; see, for example, the Fels study (Kagan et al., 62) or Lois
MuXphy's study of>chifdren's coping ability (Murphy, 1974). However, _
since the use of Title I funds is confined to programs during the school ®
’ years (usually kifdergarten to grade 12), we will limit our discussion
to that period. . . '” -
\** Such cémparisons must be made with caution, since othexr events un-
doubtedly also contribute to the difference. .

' 4

”?
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-

on how to set up and,méiﬁtain suth a system. However, there are at least
. N —
- h - 1 .
some difficulties in maiq}aining longitudinal information that are particu-
P} [ ." b . ,
larly germane to prograns foriparents.
* e

,The first difficulty stems from thi mobility of'any population. LEA

» . -

o

staff -agree that Title 1"families are for the most part highly mobile. Many
move from home to home’and in doing so are lpst to the LEA. Moreover, with

the increasing rate of divorce and'with changes in family constellations,
children often live with different parents or parent surrogates at different
b 'y .
times in their,school years. A longitudirnal data file would probably be
y .

unable to track such chénges.

o

Parents' right to privaey is another import%B; issue. It might well
B *

%
be argued that to date, at least, the mzadate Of schools does not extend

’

beyoﬁd the child, and that inclusion of long-term data--even about parents'
participation, but more particularly’ about parents' success or failure in

-

school programs--is a serious invasion of privacy. . 2

TECHNIQUES FOR LINKING PROGRAM ERACTICE TO OUTCOME

Many decision makers want not only to know whethead;he program did what

!

it proﬁised to, how well, and how parents feel about it, but td understand

-

how program input is 11nked to program eifect, and why the program may

have unant1c1patéd‘consequences. Qualitative evaluation, partlcularly when
it is combined with quantltatlve prograr descrlptlon is a promising means
of providing this information. As Apllng’and Bryk point out in the resource
book Evaluation fér Improving Ea;ly Childhood Title I Programs (19803 :

&

"Thése methods resemble each other (and differ from others) in that they

'
are based on the idea of 'the evaluator as instrument.' Less emphasis is

Y

. « v e \l .
placed on standardizing data collection act;{::?es, and much is left to the

>
et . ° - [
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. individual evaluator to decide as the evaluation broceéds" (p. 27). Since.

there are so few standardized measures of program impact on individual

¢ {

parents, these qualitative methods are worth considering. Some of the

program improvement practices Apling and Bryk recommend ¢an be easily adapted
for parent programs and are particularly amenable to parent or PAC involve-

ment. These include self-study and some process methods.
- .

*  Self-Study. Self-study is a form of program review in which participanté .
(in this case teachers and parents) assess their own program. For example,

in a program that used home visitors to teach parents and children, the
¢

-director wanted to know whether the technqiue was appropriaté for all the

families enrélled. She also wondered whether there were other eligible
y v ’ i B

parents in the community who might participate if the program were organized
differently. She found that her staff, too, were not sure that their activ-

\ .. L.
ities met the needs of all their families. As their concerns became focused

more specifically, the original set of broad questions was refined. Program

staff also identjfied parents who they thought would be interested in and
. ~ '
§} capable of participating in a process evaluation. These parents were ap-

3 ., P

proached‘and an evaluation study group was formed. \\ £
a s The group met and defined the following seemingly simple questions: ‘

F . \

. . C i o
- What services. 1s the program‘prov1d%ng. ] g

=5y ‘.
e Do families receive home visits as-often as they were promised? . -
e Do some families receive more or fewer home visits than others? N )

- Why? a7 N .

e How do families assess home visits? )
v

e How do program staff dssess home visits? .

e What are the implications of the answers to these questioms for .
snext year's program?

s , - - .56 .




Tasks were then assigned to_ individuals or subcommittees. Fortunately, the

’
3

home wvisitors had descr1pt1ve records of all the1r visits.. To*examine the

,Jtlrst question, a subcommlttee reviewed these and compiled a proflle on each

family. The proflle showed how many visits had been made, and when; and

— o

visits schedyled and then cancelled, and by whom. It also provided a brief
/

‘

account (two or three sentences) of each hpmpe visit. /
A Second subcommlttee was asked to deslgn an 1ntervéew to find out how
N /
parents felt about home visits. Together with-the director of evaluation

LS v

in the LEA, this team designed an open-ended interviey to be conducted by
parents. The director of guidance was brought in to /help plan, sessions to

" teach parents the sk111s of interviewing. The team also extended its mandate

r o

slightly by plannlng a similar interview for home visitors, the-program

director, and the administrative assistant, so as to evaluateﬂthe efficiency

.
of home visits from all perspectives.

3 N -
Al - ¢ . +
. ! 4

. The:next'taskhwas to review the cost of ‘the project. The program

¢ “ -~
r

. director did this, coming up with- figures on the total cost of the program
P ’ . ."'.. .
. and om ¢he costr of individual components such as materials, staff training,

consultMts, and preparation for and conduct of home visits.

-~

The subcommittee nog;t%?pnvenedﬁ\ Parents were selected and/ trained to

3

hold 1nterv1ews, interviewing first one another and then the-re a1n1ng

program participants. The full group, 1nc1ud1ng the evaluato s,° met aga;m

several times -to analyze the results, translate them 1nto p1ans for they///’_\\

" future, and finally write their reportf e 5

~

The report described the committee's\¥indingsﬂf Among them was evidence

that most families were receiving fewer home visits than promised. Two,

groups were receiving: substantially fewer: working mothers andimothers

N




< - p

. under 2q<years of age. The first shortfall seemed to be%ue to scheduling
difficulties: mothers weré@unavailaple during the working day. The second
ogcurred because very young mothers did not find home visits helpful, saw
the visitors as monitofs or‘social workers{ and reported being uncomfortable‘

talking with them. Moreover, interviewers found that many participagts . °

/

felt isolated and were unaware.of the community services available to thém.

Armed with the study report, program personnel made ‘the following-
- N - ‘ N
changes:

-
.:

o Systematized scheduling so that home<visits planned and completed
were regularly recorded in the program office; this was to motivate
staff to follow the home visit 'schedule as planned. '
‘ ¥
Hired one home visitor to work: late afternoons, evenings, and week-
ends, and hence be availible to working parents.
Hired someone to survey the community and list the available services
and other resources as well as the means of gaining access to them; -
a monthly newsletter was issued to update this information. '
- . -8
Planned group activities where, mothers. could meet to discuss issues
of raising and educating children and other concerms. v

.In" this example, the program staff were the ones who could use the informa-

tion generated by tha~a?1f—study,4arthough the Tepo: ;was also available
. ‘ ) N
to the administration, the schogl board, the PAC, and program participants.

In addition to pfogram improvement, the-evaluation-served two other functions.

First, data collection was expanded to include continuous updating of family
¢ Q
: . ] . . . X
service profiles. Second, the PAC, interested in the extemsive involvement

of parents in the evaluation, recommended similar self-studies for other

P ———.

phases of the distwict's Title'I program. .

-

Self-study requires a great deal of time from all part%cipants. 1f

4

they understand its ‘purpose and view it.as an opportunity to improve the

program, it can greatly enhance cammunication between parents and program

/

-
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°

staff beyond individual parent-teacher contacts. On the other hand, it is

¥

essential that the effort be well planned and supervised so as not to digress

PR
2

. from its purpose. Committee members must keep in mind what they are trying
to do: and they must receive the train}ng and direction they need if the'/
results they report Ire to be useful for' program 1mprovement.

Process Evaluation. Apllng and Bryk (1980) .describe severa},types of

process evaluation. In-this resource book we will consider them as a single
class. If the general approach of the process study seems to fit the evalua-

tion needs of a particular program for parents, then evaluators and program

planners are referred to Evaluation for Improving Early Childhood Title I

Progréﬁ for help in selecting appropriate pnbcedures.
In many wa&z Jprocess studies are 51m11ar’to self- studles but unlike the
latter “they involve the serv1ces if persons other than prograc staff and

participants. The outsiders may be members of the LEA evaluation department

- -

' . ‘ . .
an independent evaluation company, or consultants from a university. Of

N -
] L, N T, . ' .
course these professionals jgay increase the cost of the evaluztion.: However,

they may also provide more objectiwe information about the pregram, and the

~

data. and subsequent reports may have more credibility with decision makers.

Hence, a prqcess study may be useful to a wider audience than a self-study.

Essentially, a process study looks at the links between program input

@

and effect. It enables program planners or evaluators to go tsyond what
happened and begin to draw some conclusions about why it happeaed and what

& nfluenced the outcome. Let-us cehsidqy'two examples of ways in which

\

process evaluations were used. In a program for parents in a Colorado

community, a.consulting councii of parents, staff and techniczl service -
* AL
representatives, and phy51c1ans was formed to advise the pTOJth staff on

Iy
Jdu

/

i
'

/“
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policy and program operation, to make recommendations in areas of psycholog-

. -

ical, social and medical services, and to serve as a link to 'the community.

However, before long the project director noted that things were not going

smoothly: 15?8 council seemed to be divided-'into a number of factions. She

‘ T
called in an evaluation team from a nearby university, and two observers

3

s

attended each of the remaiﬁing council meetings. Using observation protocals
developed in advance, they recorded certain key features of the meetings.
These included:

e Who did what percentage of the'talkihg at the meeting

ar

~

e Who raised issues or questidns for .discussion B
o Who responded to what kinds of.issues g

e ‘Who voted how on key issues

e What was the teno? of responses when an issue was raised by parents;

by professionals; by staff
. ngther‘issues were resolved by the end of&tbe,meetings'

o If questions were left unanswefed, whethér appropriate follow-up

activities were developed. »

v
. 2

The evaluators also interviewed council members to investigate questions

-
such as these: . .
* o

?

s’

o Who determined meeting time@ahd agenda?

o How convenient were the times to.the various. members? .
- “ e

e What did members perceive as the most important purpose(s) of the

council? . ~ ’ ,

e How well did they feel the cquncil achieved these purposes?

t

Based on the results, the evaluation team then wrote a report citing ways

"

"in which the advisory council was working effectively and ways in which

they were unintentionally undermining their own efforts. The report went
on to suggest how:the council might increase its effectivenéss.

i

ol



.member of the exaluatlon staff, fourﬁlnterV1ewers held ogen ended Interviews .. |

X scribed as 1nportant certain functions that were not part of the procram .
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A different kind of process study was reported by a parent education -
program in Massachusetts, which provided a comprehensive system of diagnostic

assessment of young children and education for parents;\ The program had a o !
. , r
separate evaluation staff. After the_project had operated .for several months, ,
- -~ * \ ~

the evaluation staff wanted to know "how parents viewed the tqtal program and °

'
(8 .,r N L te

its various component services, and particularly whether staff and part1c1- .ﬁ ’

. ) N
f -
N ’
.

parits understood the program in the same way. d%&nder the direction of a

[ l A

, N
with the program director, teachers, physicians, nurses, soc1a1 workers, and "

- ’

L2

parents. Using the program's goals as a framework, they allowed the responda

- 3 : . - < ! 3 < - .
ents to pursue_the issues that were most important to them. . .

] . .
From the interview data, the evaluators reached tentative conclusions:

v ¢ - ’
v ° * M

about what aspects of the program were interesting and valuéblecto'various
°

groups of participants. Then they examined the frequengy of families' actual “

. [=} N oy
participation in the various program components. Putting the two sets of =

data together they strengthened theﬁr conclusions. ’

‘ ® .

This evaluation had an additional result. It fognd that parents de- ¢
description but that staff were unofficially carrying out. Some of these
were then elevated to program goals and purposely céntinued. Process studies

can-often provide information on serendipitous or’ unexpected effects.

-~ As Apling and Bryk (1980) point out, the key to success in process i
] L
evaluations is the quality.and training of the evaluators. Observations

and interviewing demand highly complex skills'as well as sensitivity to

“«
the subtleties of situations and personal interaction. Hence they ought }
\
|

not to be undertaken without careful plannlng and supervision.

o~
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VI. SUMMARY ' ‘ .

In this resource book we have presented ideas on ways in which LEAs

3 . +
might ‘evaluate their ECT-I programs for parents, which span a range of pro-

gram goals. * Our most striking finding is that tests and measures of parent

-

‘performance or parent competence are few and_ are generally of low technical

[

¥ . A .
quality. In fact, few have undergone even minimal examination of 'validity
or reldability. Most LEAs and their evaluation advisors have therefore con-

centrated on describing and assessing their own programs in order to frame

@

recommendations for local program activities. This task is complicated by

[}

two factors:

-~ -

o It is difficult to describe programs accurately and completely;

»
e There are ethlcal constraints on evalu tion act1v1t1es.

A4

In this final chapter, We will briefly review, these two factors and then

‘summarize,the)advice given us by educators, and.evaluators in parent programs

prbgiam is. There are reasons why it is difficult to be specific, of course.

P

across the country. k X . .'_ . !

R Our survey of parent psdgcams suggests that defining‘the methods of

. PN

parent educatlon programs is anweSpecially difficult problem. Indeed,

cheators of such programs sometimes have trouble saying just“what their

®

First, parent education and its goals are only a minute portion of the

experience of each famlly. ”, Many families "in bur society are privileged

>

by having access to information about successful child rearlng, and the

suﬁpogt and'stabilit} within and outside the family to enable them to use

. N “ '
that information; but there are others who mays!knew what to do'' but--

because ‘of personal stress, economic need, or excessive demands from any

. . N

of a number of sources--be simply unable to do it. It is not clear that

L) s
e -

(Z.;. ., iy . . .\ 82 | . ‘ ‘

- . . - -@N

At T . : :

>
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. for these families it is useful to even try to define goakts for instructing
their children. One of our correspondents summarized the complexity of -
matching goals to families. He said, "There is'no readily identified or

universally accepted developmental sequence for parents as .there is for .

B

children, and since each family brings to the program not one potential
participant but several, each of them needs a different program:"

Second, although there is consensus that the parents' influence on the

1Y

very young child'is indeed significant, there really are no normgt{ve stand-
ards for good parenting. .The problem is -analogous to that of eaxly child- "~
. |

hood education in general. Just as it is not yet possible to define with

’

precision the skills, understandlngs, and bdhav1or that make for a competent,

3 e

’ sehool-ready child, so it is not possible to define good parenting. To

c1rcumvent this dilemna, program planners sometlmes try to deflne objectives

&
in terms of child competence to be promoted throqg_ parent programs.  How-

ever, even when "there is agreement on the de51red effect om children, there

¥ 1 t
4
still is no firm ev1dence of a causal relatlonsh}p between specific parental

: behavior and any but.the most discrete child hehavior. There is, as we

N -
™

- Jmave pointed out, some knowledge that suggests desirable parental attitudes
N .« Ut
and skills, but even here nothing indicates that there is only one way to.

do the job; different parental attitudes and behavior might l€ad to similar

v
child outcomes. ) -
’ Most of the programs that define the objectives of parent participation

in terms of effects on the child concentrate on language and cognitive de-
velopment. They provide joint activities for parent and child to develop
these skills. The problem here, of course, is that the relationship between

’
the activity and its effect is usually merely the teacher's or program




'

3 ' . . . .
. . 1

_ e . .

developer's_best guess, basedaon 11tt;e more than personal interpretation
‘s .

and intuition.. And of course thls,approach puts aside for the moment the

-

compllcated 1nteract10n of cognltlve, affectlve, and mot1vat10na1 develop-

- ¢

merit in young chlldren

. o’

Other programs, worklng on the’ premlse that .the process of 1earn1ng

-

- <

- N :~.-<¢2‘~

s how to, .learn’is more iiggatant than the content of what is 1earned remain

- v - )

purﬁ%’%ly vague about whaa the "child is expected "to achieve and how ‘he is
ra

‘to be taught. Parents ar_e er}c*ged -to a1],,ew exploratlon in a prepared

&

EN

(safe and stlmulatlng) env1ronment They *taught to respond toiexplora-

tory behav1or in ways inteiided to fac111tate development of the learnlng

[ N » N

’ {/’;;ocess. Ihdeed, there'ié_Some evidence that children reared in a safe

*

- . V4 > s
and developmentally appropriate environment by parents attuned to their
Y N

interests and level of development are more competent in areas of language,
r ’ . ' & 3 ’

[ 4 . .
cognition, and social development. The problem is in defining that match.

~

And certainly one cannot eXclude the possibility that there is more than

b4
-6ne possible match. - ) :

-

. ¥ . <
The issues of privacy of families and the rights of parents must also <,

be considered, both in program design and implementation and in evaluation.

On the program side, parent education activities, particularly home visit

L)
ES

programs, have been challenged as intrusions into child-rearing, an area

traditionalix reserved to families. Often the program goals do not match
family values. For examﬁle, in some cultures gitls are taught to be quiet
and submiesive; suggesting that they should eﬁylore and manipulate and .
question.ma; cause conflicts that can be resolved only by comptomise--or

pretense:

>
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A second ethical concern has been cogsntly argued by Schlossman (1978):

potential "blaming of the victim'" (Ryan, 1971). Even with intervention,
' %
poor children may continue to fall below the levels of academic competence

v

- N

attained by their more privileged peers. T;énsferring some respgnsibility

. . Lk . f .
for instruction from the school to the home carries the risk that poor
L3k,

el

§ achievement will be blamed on parents, Many programs and evaluation ﬁer-

sonnel are sensitive to the harm this might do, particularly to parents of
. . 7/

., °

low self-esteem, and emphasize program evaluation, not parent evaluation.

¥

o

There is a thiré_;thical issue. Parents may: feel coerced to do things

that they do not understand or that they disagree with. Although participa-

: ~*tion in parent education (and indeed in all parent involvement) is techni-
- .

cally voluntary, it is unclear how much choice families really exercise in
deciding whether to participate, and, once enrolled, whether to follow the

suggestions of.prograh personnel. There is abundant evidence that for many

hY

- poor families, the school system represents a powerful. authority, one that

»u

will greatly affect the lives of their children for many years. These

families also kmow that often the school personnel's opinions ¢f the parents
’ ¢
and of parental cooperation and motivation will influehce their response

to,the children. It takes courage to reject participation in a program that

- v

L g

. the school personnel clearly feel will be good for them. This is particu-

larly so with home visit programs. Once a home visitor emters the family's
. . .

home, it takes enormous courage on the parents' part, to challenge og overtly

Ay

dismiss the advice given.

“

These -ethical issues have implications for program evaluation. If
indeed parent programs are an intrusion into child rearing, is not the

evaluation of effects on parents a similar intrusion--particularly if it
. .

65




involves observing behavior in the home or rating it by iteria that involve

+

subjectivé judgments? If parents' ability to inszruct ¢r modify the behavior
of their child is influenced by more than %?e'inf:rmation and knowledge they

- have at hand, must not the other factors--personz., economic, and societal
{
--also be taken into account? - And, finally, how zan one tell what happens

when the assessment .session is over? Does parents' behavior in a testing
or evaluation setting carry over into their daily behavior, or does it cease

as Soon as the evaluator leaves the scene? \\\\

r
.

In summary, several practical pointers emergz from the reports of our

®

respondents. First, it seems Important to have z aultifaceted -evaluation

strategy that is“carefully matched~\{o the particular program.” Progress ’ :
toward thé‘bfoad range o% goals espoused\ by most ;arent.programs can be
gauged only through different kinds of evaluatiorn techniques.L Parents dif-

fer in their need for and ability to make use of :rogram services and are

therefore c;ndidates for di%fe?ent assessment meazsures. And of course each

type of measure carried with it certain characteristic sourqes}of error.
“Second, evaluation should focus on gﬁe progrza, not the parents. Pro-

gram directors continually stressed that the succ:sss of parent programs
. Y

depends upon the quality of the relationship, the sense of trust.--and mutual

il

purpose, that is developed between parents and stzff. The role of program
4 .

personnel is one of instruction and support for rzrent and child. If learn-

ing does not occur, If goals are not achieved, pragram staff are adamant

_
-

n
that the responsibility be clearly placed with th: program, not the parents. s
At the same time, since the personnel resources zvailable to evaluate
parent education programs are often confined to :usy parents and staff, ~

= -
program staff urge evaluLtion by instruments tha: are short, easy to use,
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o

N and readily analyzed to yield information useful for program improvemént.

Hence a third principle: keep it simple. k ) .

. , .
Fourth, parents should be considered as agents rather than merely ob-

jects of evaf%ation. More and more parent educé}ion pregrams find it use-

Ve ) s , )
ful to involve PACs and individual parents at every step in planning, im-
3y - <
) plementing, and evaluating-~their own programs. Starting with\:§?oint needs
L]

assessment, moving on to determining appropriate indivicual goals and a

usable system of service delivery, and finallyVassessing the impact of the

14 .

b ‘ ~ e >
program, they have evolved the concept of educatior for parents into educa-

.
vt

tion with parents.

y —
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NOTES ON SOURCES OF FURTHER INORMATION

This resource book is only a brief introduction to isstes in evalua-

I

. “ ~ " .
ting programs for parents of young children. Thase intereszed in pursuing

v
o

the topic further may therefore wish to consult zdditional sources of in- -

3

-
formation.
~ -~ . “

GENERAL SOURCES

' “ . ‘ : -
Of the few general references on evaluatior. of programs for parents, v

one helpful source is in Infant Education: A Guide for Helring Handiéapged

Children in the First Three Years (Caldwell § é-‘.edman, 1977 .~ 1t treats"" )

e

~

written and integrates scholarly knowledge with zommon sense. *

A second helpful source is Handbook for Measure'lent an< Evaluation in

Early Childhood Education, by Goodwin Qnd Driscc.1.(1980).. This volume

’,

t e .
provides a wide range of information on’early childhood assszssazent 1n general,

kd

but Chapter, X focuses on evaluation’of parents ‘svolvement. While we mj

. -

. . . . . . e e s . -~
disagree with some minor points made her::, overa.l it is as good a summary

of evaluatio,n options as we have found anywhere. >

A third source of information is Teaching, ?arents to Téac'n, edited by

Lilly aﬁd Trohanis (1976). While this volume dczs not have a section devoteg

exclusively to issues of evaluatlon, it describes nine outk anding programs

in detail and summarizes the procedures. used in sach. AnotZzer work,

Q 4‘

early childhood intervention programs in general, assessmen< of young chil- &
< . .

dren, and specific programs designed to involve parents and young children

-in educatio}1a1 activities, a}ld includes a fine z:count of t?.e‘ issues in

evaluat‘ing program effectiveness (Chapter IX). written by Caldwell, the’

chapter first 'discuss‘es the purpoeés of evaluation and then develops a model

for formative evaluetion of several programs. (= is simpl& and clearly Y
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Parents and the Day Care Center t19691 by Adair and Eckstein, discusses

~

parent participation in terms of parents as actual amrd potential assets to
the program. It develops a parent group profile, a community profile; and

channels of communication for more accurate assessment of parental need. ~

The last chapter treats evaluatgon questions,

In a brief but thoughtful paper preserited at the _meeting of the Society

4

for Research in Child Development (1979), Levensteigf discusses issues rele-

a /

vant to programs for parents, including design, implementatiom, and evalua-

-’
tiOn,'draging on 14 years of short-term longitudinal and out-of-project

replication of her Mother-Child Home Program. - ST
Finally, in connection with early childdhood devqlopmfnt programs and

services, Planﬁing for‘Action, edited by McFadden (1972), confain§ an

excellent article by Knitzer, which examines ths ratibnalerfor parent in-

volvement, argues that parents should have greater control and decision-

-
-

making power, -and offers some ideas how this might be done. .

» Ll
[

PROGRAM EVALUATION

’

.
.

The systematic use of descriptive data is the tepic of Parents Are

Teachers'b"y W. Becker (1971). This volume discusses instruififfii/fechniques
. 4 FA . - T '
and includes sample forms for 'recording behavior. While behavior may not

By

v Y .

. . /
be the focus -of some progRants, the forms nevertheless suggest the types:®

s

* < -+

-

of things parent education programs might find useful. Giesy, in A Guide
. LAl L0

for Home Visitors (1970),‘also suggests how to document input. The main

theme of this 'book is home visits and the recordkeeping in programs‘that .- .
rely upon this method. S ' Lo .'
. ~ A% P
A particularly useful source of information on documenting program

‘

impleﬁéntation comes from the Systems Development Corporation.- This .
* . . e . A .

~
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»
evaluatidn group is currently completing a study of parental involvement
in four federal educat&on programs. Although the total package of inter-
. AS . .
views they use to assess the impact of these programs may be far more com-
prehensive than any single program needs, it is a rich source of ideas. So,

too, is Partners With Parents, developed by Hewett (1979) to'disseminate

the experience of Home Start personnel. This volume contains a chapter on

ﬁanagement, part of which treats €valuation and long-range planning: More-

oviii\the appendix includes examples of the types of evaluation form used.
o

OBSERVATION :

Methods for observing parents are similar to those for observing chil-
dren. Although we can recommend no spécific protocols, there are several
good general discussions of the usefulﬁess of formal observation and Rginters
on how to do it. A particularly good description of the rationale for such

observations and of methods for gathering and organizing them is Carini's

monograph Observation and Description: An Alternative Methodology for the

_Investigation.of Human Phenomena (1975). Another good discussion is found

i Hutt and Hutt, Direct Observation and Measurement of Behavior (1970).

< '

Goodwin and Driscoll, ﬁh the Handbook for Measufrement and Evaluation in -
/ . .
.Early Childhood Education (1980), also include a chapter on cbservation

practices, and point out that observagidh is most useful as a complement
to other means of evaluation. In ;iéble terms, ;he chapter outlines the
importance of observational measﬁrement, describes formal and informal
approaches, and recounts the advantages and disadvantages of observation.
Several collections of observatigp systems are available. Most

systems focus on thild behavior,\%ut someg, deal with parent=€£§ld inter-

action and may provide ideas for instrument development. Among-the better \

&
.
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collectipns are Measures of Magupggéon, An Anthologr of Early €hildhood

Observation Instruments (Boyer et al., 1973), and S:udying Behavior in

Natural Settings (Brandt, 1972).

LINKING PROGRAM TO OUTCOME

Among the guides and manuals for conducting self-studies are those

n ¢

produced by the National Study of School Evaluation (1973) and the Natidnalr
Association of Secondary School Princiffals (Georgizies, 1978). These were
not written for use with parents and so must be aaapteq&somewhat, but the

ideas are ,sound. .
\ i

N - [N
Information on qualitative evaluations\%s included in several sources.

Perhaps the clearest presentation is found in Getting the Facts by Murphy

v

(1980). This book, intended for evaluators considering investigative Tre-

»

-

search, is readily adaptable to programs wishing to train parents for some -

types of interviewing. A.second source of infSroation is Intervi@wigg: Its

Principles and Methods by Garrett (1972). Designed by the Famil;\SErvice

Association of America as a bdsic test for teaching interviewing to pro- e

fessionals and paraprefessionals, it can easily be used also with parents.

OTHER SOURCES OF INFORMATION . 4
Several additional sources that provide useful information should be

: A !
noted. The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC Network) is one

of the most valuable. ERIC encompasses a computerizeéd information retrieval

system covering a wide range of published and unputlished material., The

" system is described in NIE's publication ERIC: A Frofile, and suggestions

on héw to use the system_are provided in Brown, Sit:s, and Yarborough (1975)

and Simmons (1975).. ERIC has 16 clearinghouses tha: collect, evﬁiuate, and

2
distribute information on a particular topic area. Three of these that are

-




-69- o

N\

s ’

relevant to programs for parents are listed below, with notes on the. scope

of areas they cover. ,
{ <<

ERIC Clearinghouse on the Disadvantaged
Columbia University Teachers College . -

. «

Box 40 , o . ”
525 W, 120th Street . s
New York, New York 10027 : )
Telephone: (212),6678-3780 ¢

. . 14 .
Effects of disadvantaged experiences énd.environments, from birth onward;
academic, intellectual, and social performance of disadvapntaged children
and youth from grade 3 through college entrance; proﬁraqsaand practices that
provide learning experiences designed to compensate- for special ‘problems of
disadvantaged; issues, programs, and practices related (1) .to economic and— .

thenic discrimination, segregation, desegregation, and integration in eduica-"

tion; and (2) to redressing the curriculum imbalance in the treatment of
ethnic minority groups.

" -

ERIC Clearinghouse on Early Childhood Education
. University of Illinois
> College of Education * ‘
805 W, Pemnsylvania Avenue .
Urbana, Illinois 61801
Telephone: (217) 333-1386

B

Prenatal factors, parental behavior; the physical, psychological, social,

, educational, and cultural development of children from birth through the .
primary grades; educational 'theory, research, and pragtice:related to.the
development of young children. ‘ )

P

ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests, Mgasurement, and Evaluation

Educational Testing Service .

Princeton, New Jersey 08540 ;' 1
Telephone: (609) 921-9000 ext. 2182

1

1 7 .
Tests and other measurement devices; evaluation procedures and techniques;

application of tests, measurement, or evaluation in educationaL\Projects
of programs.

More general information on the ERIC system and its other clearinghouses

is available from:

Educational Resources Information Center
(Central ERIC)

National Institute of Education
Washington, D.C. 20208

Telephone: (202) 254-5040
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TEST COLLECTION

The Educational Testing Service administers the Head Start Test Col-
Fection, which was established to provide information about assessment
instrument for' children from birth to nine years of age. Qualified persons

ﬂiuking in early childhood education have access to the collection in person

e ’

or via mail or phone inquiries. The collection also publishes bibliographies
on assessment topics relevant to programs far parents. These include:

, - o Measures of Child-Réaring Practices and Related Attitudes

.. . , v
e e Children's Attitudes toward Parents : . L8

——

. e Measures Pertaining to Environments.

For copies of these bibliographies or further informatiom on the Head Start
.. Test Collection, write to:

_Head Start Test Collection
. Educational Testing Service . ’
Princeton, N.J. 08540 )

)
The Title I Technical Assistance Centers serving the ten regional areas

‘e

of the United States are also sources of information on educational assess-
. -

ment, particularly with respect to Titie I evaluation.

- Region 1: Connecticut, Maine,'Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, and Vermont

-RMC Research Corporation
400 Egfayetde Road
. Hampton, N.H. 03842
Telephone: (603) 43625385
. 926-8888

rd

Region II: ) New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
) Virgin Islands 4

-Educational Testing Service

! Princeton, N.J. 08540
- Telephone: (609) 734-5117

e
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Region III: Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia,
.. West Virginia, and the District of Columbia

-National Testing Service
2634 Chapel Hill Blvd.
Durham, N.C. 27707
Telephone: (919) 493-3451

* (800) 334-0077

-

b Region IV: Alabama, Floridd, Ceorgia, Kentucky, Mississ'ippi,

North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee‘
-Educational Tesfing Servite

Southern Regional Cifice

250 Piedmont Avenue

Suite 2020

Atlanta, Georgia 3(326

Telephone: (404) 324-4501

-

Region V: Illinois, Indiana, ‘fichigan, Minnesota,
_Ohio, and Wisconsirn
-Educational Testing Service
1 American Plaza
Evanston, Illinois 60201
Telephqge: (312) £%9-7700
Region VE:, Arkansas, Louisianz, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
and Texas
' -Powell Associates
3724 Jefferson

Suite 205 *- N =
Austin, Texas 78751
. Telephone: (512) :33-7288
Y (800) 531-5239
Region VII: Iowa, Kansas, Misscuri, and Nebraska

> -American Institutet for Research
P.0. Box 1113 . o
Palo Alto, CA 94302 -,
Telephone: (415) -94-0224 \

Regions VIII, Colorado; Montana; North Dakota, South Dakota,

IX and X: Utah, and Wyoming {Region VIII); Arizona,

California, Hawaii, Nevada, Guam, Trust Territory

of the Pacific Islznds, and American Samoa

. (Region IX); and Aaska, Idaho, Oregon, and
, Washington (Region X)

‘- -Northwest Regional Laboratary
710 S.W. Second Avenye
Portland, Oregon 9'234
Telephone: (503) 248-6353

— T 7 K .
- .
N . - ‘z R
. , . '




APPENDIX

INSTRUMENTS TO MEASURE PARENT EDUCATION

The following instruments are reviewed here:*

Instrument Author(s) \F\

‘

Cognitive Home Environment Scale N. Radin and D. Weikart

High/Scope Parent-Child Interaction
Checklist and Ratings --

Home Observation for Measurement " B, Caldwell et al. ’ s
of the Environment:

-

Mutual Problem-Solving Task A.S. Epstein et al.

M \

Parent. as a Teacher Inventory R.D. Strom and H.B. Slaughter
and Profile . ¢

-

Parental Attitude Checklist R.D. Boyd and K.A. Stauber
_Parental Behavior Inventory . R.D. Boyd and K.A. Stauber
L i

‘% An additional instrument, the Home Base Survey and Parent Survey, adapted )
from the Follow Through Parent Education Model, was zlso reviewed in
earlier draft of this resource book. Unfortunately, the progr in which .
it was developed has been discontinued and the survey is no longér avail-
able. '

7 \
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TIfLE Cognltlve “Home Environment Scale (CHES) )
. (maternal ahd paternal forms available)
& ; -
¥ 0
AUTHOR - . Norma Radin and ngid Weikart

DISTRIBUTION SOURCE

School of Social Work
University of Michigan

Ann.Arbor, Michigan 48109 -

also available from
ETS Test Collection
Tests in Microfiche
2007267

DATE OF DEVELOPMENT.
[

Vv

Circa 1966

*| COPYRIGHT DATES

Material not copyrighted

P
- -

MATER IAL&\\'D COSTS
(4

g

@

4

Material available withouty

charge

PURPOSE

rela»ed to educat1on

-

-

4
To reasure the degree o¢ CO“ﬂlth° stirulation in the home
by probing attitudes, home activities, and possessions

¢

|WHo IS EVALUATED
(Caild or Parent)”

Parent. (mother or

father) :

—

'

SPECIAL FEATURES.OF
TARGET POPULATION -

<

The CHES was de51gned for use kluh parents of dlsadV‘-‘aged
children in. a compensatory preschool program.

[

. ro \lA -

the Wolf Environmental

| The CHES is a semi-structured guestionnaire, adapted Irom
Process Variable Scale.
25 items scored on a2 7-point rating scale. -

o

-

HOW ADMINISTERED
(Including Home)~ *

: I

. -
.

1 4

N

eInterviewer ¢oes parent's dnsgwers to questionnaire
s ‘s ,.. i et

th ADWINISTERS

| EKC

4

LInterviewer, such as a.teacher or extesnal evaluator

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

<

76

.

It contains
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TRAINING ‘
NECESSARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

The CHES is administered entirely as a questionnaire, asks
specific questions about paren: and child behavior, and

does not involve rating genera. characteristics or observing
behavion:* Hence, interviewing skills are necessary for

administration, but no formal :raining with the instrument is
required.

TIME TO ADMINISTER

30 minutes
4

CONTENT :

| expects the child to receive in school, the kinds of actitiv-

The variables examined include parental attitudes toward chiid
and learning, home activities, Dossessions The questions
cover such areas as the availazility of educational and craft
items to the child, the grades the parent wants and

ities the child shares with the rest of the family, and the
parent's plans for the child's Zuture education.

Goals FOR WHICH
INSTROMENT IS
APPROPRTATE

(Gheck hhere
Aprplicable)

-

Focus Toward Child: -

-

-~

Change in KnowleZze

3

(3)

-Focus waard School Services and Personnel:

(4) / Change in Knowledze

3

(5) /_/ Change in Attitucle

(6) Change in Functicn

Foc;; Toward Personal Needs of Pzrents as Adults:
(7 /7 Chanée In Knowleige
(8) /__. T/ Change 1n Attituze

(9) _/_—_7 Change in )Functi:n




RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
PARENT CHANGE AND
CHILD CHANGE

The CHES is based on the assumption that changes in parental
attitudes and child rearing practices may enhance the
stimulagion of the home environment and, in turn, foster

the cognitive competence of the child.

FORMAT FOR
PRESENTATION OF

e

RESULTS

The results are primarily presented as factor scores.
Analysis using scores on individual items would also consti-
tute an appropriate use of this instrument. Computing a
total CHES score is not recommended as it primarily reflects
Factor I, Educational Materials in the Home.

) °

INFORMATION
AVAILABLE FOR
ADMINISTRATION
AXND USE

See Coding Manual and Final Report (N.Radin a™y H. Songuist,
"Ypsilanti Public Schools Bale Preschool Program," Final
Report, March 1968). '

-

TECHNICAL QUALITY:

_ STANDARDIZATION
RELIABILITY AND

VALIDITY . #
- - h/

Reliability: ‘
A reliability test (Radin and Sonquist, 1968) xielded agree- .
ment between two independent scorers on 91% of the items. In
addition, interobserver reliability on the CHES scores was
94.9% (Epstein and Radin, 1974).

Validity:

The construct validity has been suggested b; a number of
studies (Epstein and Radin, 1974).

Factor analyses yielded: Educational Materials in the Home,
Grades Expected, Future Expectat}ons, Educationally-Oriented
Activities, and Direct Teaching. ’

-

‘ . . . {
There has been no other technical work to date.
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CULTURAL-

l CONSIDERATIONS

Inasmuch as it emphasizes questions about birthday presents,
library cards, and encyclopedias in the home, the CHES appears
to be biased toward middle-class values. However, it has been
used in several studies with lower-class families, and the -
researchers have observed that 'significant and predictable
social class differences emerged on four of the five factors,
indicating that the CHES is sensitive to the fact that the
degree of cognitive stimulation in the home diminishes with
decreases *in social class status.'" (Radin and Epstein, 1975)

A\
A)

I PCTENTIAL
USES

The CHES has been used in a range ‘of intervention studies

in conjunction with other instruments: (1) to evaluate
mdternal involvement in a compensatory preschool program;’
(2) to measure pre- and post-intervention changes in child~
rearing attitudes and,praetices of lower-class mothers of pre-
school children; (3) to examine the relationship of paternal
responses to a child-rearing questionnaire with observed
paternal behavior and measures of child competence. The
developers believe the CHES could be useful as a before and
after measure to determine the impact of a program directed
at enhancing parents' perceptions of themselves as teachers
and in predicting the cognitive competence of children.

RESERENCES

Related Research:

Epstein, A.S. § Radin, N., "Paternal Questionnaire Data and
the Preschool Child," University of Michigan, 1975.

Radin, N., "Child Rearing Antecedents of Cognitive Development
in Lower-Class Preschool Children." Doctoral dissertation.
University of Michigan, 1969a. (University Microfilms 1970,
No,. 70-4170) ’

Radin, N., "The Impact of a Kindergarten Home Counsellng
ﬁrogram,” Exceptional Children, 1969b, 36, 251-256.

Radin, N., "Three Degrees of Maternal Involvement in a
Preschool Program: Impact on Mothers and Ch11dren,” Child

Development, 1972, 43, 1355-1364. °

e Radin, N. § Epstein, A.S., "Observed Paternal Behavior w1th
] Preschool Children," Unlver51ty of Michigan, Final Report,
l ’ April 1975.
Wittes, G. § Radin, N., "Two Approaches to Group Work With
. Parents in a Compensatory Preschool Program," Social Work,
! > 16, 1, January 1971, pp. 42-50.
T Reviews: :
I . '
Johnson,- Orval G., Tests and Measurements in .Child Development::
/ Handbook II, Volume 2, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers,
. 1976, p. 757-759.
’ .//
This is one of the few. megsures that purports to assess:

COMMENTS

-

father-child interaction.
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High/Scope Parent-Child Ifiteraction Checklist
| and Ratings (PCIC)

DISTRIBUTION SOURCE

¢/a 7
hd "’. . -
AUTHOR . -- . ) .
_ High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
'’ - 600 ,North River Street ’

r:ii§é323}, Michigan 48197

MATERIALS ‘AND COSTS

|
— T~
DATE OF ‘DEVELOPMENT A
COPYRIGHT DATES iﬁi Material not copyrighted
Manual and materials available from High,/Scope. In lieu

of fees, users are asked to share their findings.

-

PURPOSE

To measure the dimensions of parent-child interaction during
rcutine caregiving activities

\

WHO IS EVALUATED
(Child or Parent)

Parents an¢ chiidren v

[

~

4

»

SPECIAL FEATURES OF
TARGET POPULATION

The instrument was originally developed for 'research in
parent-child inteYacticn with parents of infants and toddlers

<3 -

FORMAT

°

N

Parents and childrer ar® videotaped.at®home during a feeding
or diapering situation, then the taped interactions are coded
st 10-second intervals according to several checklist cate-
gories. The observer also rates the incidence of several
more gereral behaviors from low to high on a 5-point scale.

>

HOW ADMINISTERED
(Including Home)

Parents and children are videotaped at home.

v40 ADMINISTERS

E

Observer, wto in the original research was a gracduate “student
sssistant

1™

30
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A moderate amour.t of training is necessary to develop reliatle

TRAINING o . . .
\NEICESSARY FOR observers familiar with the coding categories. “~
ABMINISTRATION : ' .
—_ . 4 ninut
~1\E TO. ADMINISTER | Approximately 15 minutes
N % 4 - 5
S( In addition to coding the Checklist categories of physical
] and verbal interactions, affect, and patterns of initiation-
. response, observers are asked to rate several more general
(EC'\‘TE'\T" qualities of the same activity, such as the overall comfort
and safety of the enviromnment, stimulation in the env1ronment
SUBTESTS

L effectiveness of parent as problem-solver. )

/"\- \ ;

GOALS FOR WHICH
INSTRUMENT IS
APPROPRIATE

(Check hhere
Applicable)

Focus Toward Child:

(1) / X/ Change in Knowledge . 3
(2) /X/ Change in Attitude E ‘
(3) /X7 .Change in Function o o
2 . '
‘Focus Toward Schefl Services'and Personnel:
/____7 Change in Knowledge

(_. _[_—__/_ Ct}'a;nge in Attitude 4/ ,

(6) L___7 Change in Function

Focus Toward Personal Needs_of Pa;énts as Adults:

(/) /7 Change in Knowledge

(8) / :_7 Change in Attitude
~(9) __’___/" Change in Function d

A

81 o ‘

A3
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» ) *

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
PARENT CHANGE AND

- CHILD CHANGE ~

PG

-8a-

Use of the PCIC is based on the assumption tlrat categories
| refleét dimensions of parent-child interaction®hich are sal-

ient in children's gzowth as learners. - ./ S

sy 7 N
N °
- g L §

\ T~ PR

-
s
-

) o

FORMAT FOR

.¥TIC observation sheet and PCI rctlng sheet for 1nd1v1dual

results . &

~

PRESENTATION OF C oy o = ~ o i
RESULTS ' K
1 ~ :
* ‘ , N “Q . . .ﬁ? 2 .
IxFORHAT10§ \ *Manugl oh admiﬁistratipn ah% sgoring availableefron)High/Scope‘

AVAILABLE FOR" ,
ADMINISTRATION o

AND USE o

B '
‘o~ B . . .
s

4
4 —
>3

. .
. . .
2 .
' & *
.
R ] s
¢ 3 e TR

4 ]

TECHNICAL QUALITY:
STANDARDIZATION

RELIABILITY AND
g VALIDITY

-

. - N,
Reliability: For tHe Checkiist, inter-observer reliability,
defined as percentage of agreement, ranged from 76.5% to 100%,
with a mean overall sczle of 88.4%.. For the Retirgs, inter-
observer rellablllty ranged f10m‘80° to 100 }%Qjar average
across 211 scales of 91.4%. a

ere has beén no other technical work to date.

~

Validity: T

-
-
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) - The_authors intended to make the instrument as universal as -
) ible: L
CULTURAL. « . poss1 : . T . ~
CONSIDZRATIONS - . : ! ' |
. ' s % .
% . ' | -
- . .. @ W, - - <

The instrument could be used as a pre- and post-measure’ to
document changes in parents' style of interaction.

POTENTIAL L | - - L

Uszs . . _ . SRR
. ‘ !
. 1
_==7'J.‘—e

i
‘
.
'

!

¢
Related research _— . ) " ! '

i

Epstein, Arn S. &.Evans, Judith, ”Parent:CPild Interzction
ard Children's Learning," in The High/Scops Report,.No. 41‘~ .

. " | 1979, pp. 39-44. :
Reviews o7
- 4
; «| No published reviews .available to date - - w e

‘ | S - ‘ S N L

C T igh/Scoge has developed several other.means.bf assessing i
« | barent education that may be of pctential interest: C
_ . *  “M.tual Problem-Solving Task " i -
covM =TS . Infant Edupation Interview ; ~
B ) " o - o
» o * ; ’
. . N -
] s v . L 3
: ¢ I
!
. ® B & s ) L . A
e, g 8 n “ l
. o v ‘
ey d : . s t
I . f “
L4 .
—_ ~ ‘ ° M
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IIiTLE - Home Base Survey and Parent Survey N i
. 2 R o - ‘ ‘
- . — i . ?J’
: *»" |Adapted from the Follow Through Paren.t Education Model=
AUTHOR Home Environment Review
© , : . .
DI . . .
i . < ’
o - * {Project Home Bagse " .
DISTRIBUTION SOURCE Yakima Public Schools - LN
to- +|104 N. 4th Ave-.> .
Yakima, Washington 98902 R -
. 1.° & - ‘ 3 . . - »
DATE OF DEVELOMEENT ¢I1975
;i, .\. S *
a . ° "V - . @
COPXR?GHT DAT@S}E\' Material not copyrighted
MATERIALS AND COSTS | |Materials available without charge - =
‘ | "|To. measure the success of the program in supporting and
PURPOSE - enhancing theemother's parenting/teaching behayior
. ' ‘
<
: _ ) 4
WHO IS EVALUATED .  |Parent ) ~ .o
(Child @r Parem) - ) . . - L
© =
SPECIAL FEATURES OF  |These surveys were designed for use w:Lth children from low-
TARGET POPULATION _ tincome homes. - N _ . T
. L
ORMAT The surveys consist of a serieé“of briéf qu‘estions which are
) FORMAT Dt answered on a scale of strongly agree to strongly disagree,
‘ plus a series of open-ended questlons soliciting parent |
v comments ) . . »
» ' 7 '
- . ’ . - ] - |
HOW ADMINISTERED . The interviewer records parents' answers to the questa.onnalre.
(Including Héme) - and makes somg;more global observations about stimulation
1 - : ava:Llable in the home.
lmo AD\!I\ISTE o .. - |Paraprofessional fi.arenf’»educator in the home ) .

uilToxt Provided by Enic [0 4 N4

EKC . ! i 84
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TRAINING
| NECESSARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

i

As part of their general duties, paraprofessional parent
educators receive pre- and inservice training. No .
specialized training is required to administey the surveys.

Ny

TIME TO ADMINISTER

30 minutes P .-

]

3

The Home Base Survey collects information on child develop-
ment, schogsbrelated activities and teaching. In the

’(éOALi FOR WHICH
INSTRUMENT IS

CONTENT: parent survdy, parents,are asked how their attitudes have
changed, how the child's behavior has changed, perception
SUBTESTS of self as teacher, learning stimuli available in the
- home environment. . .
. 4
~— K
v " \c:
g0 |
o N : N\
X ) ™ : LN
Focus Toward Child: S

(1)‘E Change in Knowledge

~APPROPRIATE (2) /X7 | Change'in Attitude
$ , (3) /X /) Change in Function
(Check khere ) . - _
Appliczble) N S 2 : . 4
. XFocus Toward School Services and Personnel:
i (4) /7 / Change in Knowledge p ‘El'
C (s) [:E?- Change in Attitude
- — - Ao . , . %
N (6) / ' Change in Function
) \. : ‘ ' ’ ' .. " \\
X , Eocué Toward Personal Needs o arents as Adults:,
3 s . ‘ \\\[
“ "(7) /__/ CGhange in Knowledge \
- (8 /7 (Ch#nge in Attitude - ‘ .
9) /7 Change in Function . N
. ) : ‘ ¢ <
Vs
O * é o -
R1S) -
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
PARENT CHANGE AND
CHILD CHANGE '

¢

\

N\

\

One premise of this program is that parent change will be
reflected by child change. Hence, the program has set a
concrete objective: children who have beenexposed to the home
intervention/parent education activities will be able tq,per-
form better on the Preschool Inventory (Educatlonal Testing
Service, Princeton, N.J., 1967) with statistical significance
set at the .05 level 'of confidence. In addition, children
will perform 92.5% of the tasks taught them by their mothers,
measured by means of an interview and ob3ervation instrument
completed by the parent educator following each home visit.

-

FORMAT FOR
PRESENTATION OF
RESULTS

instrument but could be compared post-intervention to document
changes. The Parent Survey is compiled and presented &%
aggregate percentages. )

t

R<]

~

The Home Base Survey is used primarily as an initial screening

INFORMATION . ailable , .

AVAILABLE FOR none avallable. —r"

ADMINISTRATION

AND USE . - - e
£, T

TECHNICAL QUALITY:

STANDARDIZATIQN
RELIABILITY AND
VALIDITY =~

N

No technical work.has been done to date.

-]
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X = . .
' CULTURAL . .
CONSIDERATIONS ) .
. N _ \ 3 N
¢
These surveys have been used pre- and post-intervention in
conJunctlon with direct measures of child change, such™as
POTEN AIAL Caldwell's Preschool Inventory and the Alpern § Boll
USES Developmental Profile. .
A3
' 4
S , ;
. - 1 ’ ‘ ]
\,h “ ‘ < a
. -' ‘/ .
L A 3
Y * . -“,{\. '
Related research: . ) "
SFERENCES No additional piiafions are available. - N
N e L. Reviews: . )
No publisheg reviews available to date ’ 4 ‘-“
. . ' ¢
- " - ’ < 5 . /' ' \
o , . \ -
. » l
—— - < - —
- | N .

aimedé?t documenting parent satisfaction and
‘home stinmwulation, are, easy to administer and to respond to,
and appeafr to provide useful information. Its developers,
however, Yare not coﬁbletely satisfied with then and have re-

- 4
-,

.

vised them several tlmes, feeling unable to find a standarad-
ized instrument that can measure program 1mpact
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{ . Home Observation for Measurement of the. Environment
TITIE S Infant Version (ages 0-3) . = i ,
v Pyeschool Version (ages 3-6) : .
- . ‘
Infant Version: B. Caldwell, J. Heider, and B. Kaplan
AUTHOR . (1966§yersion); B. Caldwell, R. Bradley, and R. Elardo
(1972 ‘version). %
Preschool Version: B.” Caldwell and R. Bradley Qﬁ

by

4

DISTRIBUTION SOURCE

! {Center for Child Development and E&ucation -

University of Arkansas at Little Rock
814. Sherman .
Little Rock, Arkansas 72202

DATE OF DEVELOP

Infart Version: 1966, revised in 1972 .
MENT :

) Preschool Version: 1968, revised in 1978 oy
 |COPYRIGHT DATES 1978 . . . )
¢ . . {
A j
MATERIALS AND COSTS Specimen Set - $3.00
.
. b \\ ‘ _ v
£ To measure the qualitY'é&i quantity of stimulation found in
SURPOSE the‘early home environment by sampling aspects of the
« |social, emotional, and cogRitive support available to a
A - young child within his or h¥r home a
. - -
A . e
Intended primarily as a screeRing instrument-
- i . ) o . 4 . . “
KO IS EVALUATED - "' |parent and child interacting in home ¢ h
! (Child or Parent) e ’ )
' ) ..A ©
SPECIAL ‘FEATURES OF Thi's instrument was designéd for use with children at risk of
TARGET POPULATION developmental dglay due to epvironmental deprivation,
- ¢ N\ ‘

3

D

JFCRMAT

- T : -

Infant: Consists®f a checklist of 45 items or statements
(originally 72 items) which the imterviewer scores
as yes or no i ) . .

+ ]

80 items] which the interviewer scores as yes or no
- - 4

~

i

_

Preschool: Consi?ts of 2 checklist of 55 items (originaliy

HOW ADMINISTERE
(Including Home

) _ .
. ; ‘\ g‘ s .
D Both versions are completed by a single external evaluator
) through interviews and observation with both the parent

. |and ¢hild presént «in thé home. " @

'3 ADMINIS

// _ \ .
. I3 - - . «

.lInterviewer o= . 'é?:; . B

' N o

2 . L
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TRAINING =~ |
NECESSARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

Interviewers are not required to have professional background,
but practice in the use of this instrument is necessary for '
valid data collection because the instrument is scored on a
yes/no*basis and does not involve gradations within an item.
Tradning to administer HOME can ‘be fairly brief. ‘

TIME TO ADMINISTER

Approximately one hour L

CONTENT:

SUSTESTS

" The sélection of items was guided by empifical evidence of

the importance of certain types of experience for nourishing
the behavioral development of the child. Items were chosgn
to represent these areas: frequency and stability of adult

tontact; amount of developmental and vocal stimulation; need

gratification; emotional climate; avqQidance of restriction
on motor and exploratory behavior; 2vailable play materials;
and home characteristics indicative of parental concern with
achievement. For example, observer notes mother's use-of
physical punishment; whether chiid is encouraged tg,learn
colors or numbers; how mother expresses warmth to églld
whether home appears safe and reasonably clean; what types
of books and toys are available.

]

GOALS FOR WHICH
INSTRUMENT IS
APPROPRIAT

(Check Where -

Focus Toward Child: n ) e

(1) /x/ Cheage in Knowledge

(2) /x/ (Chaage in Attituce

o®

(3) /Xx/ [haage in Function , P

A

Applicable) .. . s .
- Focus Toward School Services and Personnell
L] ‘% '. e - . ]
. (4) / /. Change ih Knowledgde . N
- e . ’
(S) /_./ Ggange in Attitude
(6) / zage in Function - .“k .
' X Focus Toyagﬁ,?ersongl Needs of.Parents as Adults:~
" (7) /__7 TChaage in Knowledge / -, .
* (8) /7 Chaage in Attitude . ‘
= ! P> ~
5 ) A, 'Chaage~in Function
S ' . Co- S .
; . r .
: SJ N et P
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‘e

RELATIOVSHIP BETWEEN
PARENT CHANGE AND
CHILD CHANGE

Use of this instrument is based on the a§sﬁﬁption that changes
in parent knowledge and understanding will ultimately fead

to ehamges in the child's developmental status. It is impor- |
tant to note that the instrument itself does not directly
‘|mea9ure child changes, and 'is therefore often used in conjunc-
tion with other measures of child change. -

L4

FORMAT FOR
PRESENTATION OF
BESULTS

Thé final product may be reported as a single total
Muoerical score, or results may be given as factor scores.

INFORMATION «
AVAILABLE FOR

ADMINISTRATION
AND USE

See "Instructions for Administration,'" ;pp. 88-115, in Home
Observation for Measurement of the Enviromment,
Bettye M. Caldwell, 1978.

L
P

<

TECENICAL QJALITY

ST.R.\'D.&D\DIZATIOE\
REJIABILITY AND
'ALIDITY -

Psychoowgric characteristics of the HOME have been examined
extensiv based on data collected on families in Little Rock,
nt version - 174 fzmilies; Preschool version -
238 families) 2nd_the insirxment has been through a number of,
standardization procécdures. '

Reliability: Infant version--A Xuder-Richardson 20 coefficient

was computed at r=.89 for the total scale. For the subscales,
reliability ranged from very 10n to very high, e.g., .44
(subscale III, Crganization of ?hysical and Temporal Env’ron-
ment) to r=.89 (subscale VI, Opcortunities for Variety in
Daily Stimulation) Preschool version: A Kuder-Richardson

20 coefficient was computed at r=.93 for the total scale. For
the Subscales, reliability ranged from very low to very high,
e.g., r=.53 (Subscale VI, Modeling and Encouragement cf Social
Mzturity) to r=.83 (Subscale II, Physical Environment: Safe,
Clean, and Conducive to Develorzent).

Validity: Infant version--The zuthors report bhigh correlations

| in daily stimulation. . . v o

with IQ (up to .83) and language (up to .64). Hoderate cor-
relations were reported with SES. Has been reported to d15c§1~
minate between ulgh risk and ncrmal homes. Preschool version--
Authorg report high correlations with IQ (up to .64). lModerate
correlations with later achievezent (up to .5%) and with SES
were also reported. 4 ‘ .
Factor analysis of the infant version vielded: 1. emotional and
verbal responsivity of the mother; 2. avoidance of restriction
and punishment; 3. organi:zation of the physical and temporal
environment;- 4. provision of apsropriate play materials; S.
maternal involvement with chilé; 6. opportunities for veriety—

Factor analysis of the preschool version resulted in: - )
1. stimuldtion through toys, gazmes, and materials; 2. language
stimulation; 3. physical environment; 4. pride, affection, and
warmth; 5. stinulation of academic behavior; 6. modeling and
encouraging of .social maturity; 8. variety of {timulation;

/

9. physical punishment. . “

4

Jiy e
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>
The authors dre sensizive to issues of discrimination which
may occur in a measure of the ''quality of life.' Caldwell
CULTURAL (1978) states that 'svery attempt was made to include item
CONSIDERATIONS that re t 1z s
present stirulztion and support but do not necessarily
mean money, social stztus, or education. Thus, from the
standpoint of the Invesatory, a trip to the grocery store gets
as much credit as-z t::p to the art museum, in that both are
likely to be interesting, informative, and stimulating to the
young child.V
TS .
The infant version of HOME has been used in a variety of
research, including sT:dies of malnutrition, language’ develop-
POTENTIAL ment, cognitive devel:ioment, school competence, high risk
USES famllles, and progrez svaluation. While the actual extent of

- use is difficult to gz:ge, it is known to be quite large,

with the instruments Z:zving been translated into several for-

eign languages for usz in other countries. AN
. .

N

REFEPENCES *

Rélated Research:

”Caldwell B. Home cYszrvation for measurement of the

Bradley, R., & Caldwel., B. Early home environment and changes
in mental test. perfcr-ance in children from 6 to 36 months.
Developmental Psyc%o-:gv 1876, 12, 93-97.

Bradley, R., § Caldwell. B. Home observation for measurement
of the environment: { validation study of screening .
efficiency. Americaz, Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1977.
81(5), 417-420.

environsent, 1978.
Caldwell, B., Elarde, 7., & Blardo, R. '"The Longitudinal

Observation-and Inter.ention Study: A Preliminary Report." T~

Presented at the mesting of the Southeastern Conference on
Research in Child Cev:zlopzent, Williamsburg, Virginia,
April, 1972. . .

Caldwell, B., Heider, .., & Kaplan, B. '"The Inventory of"
Home Stimulation." F:ider presented at the meeting of the
American Psycholégicel Association, September 1966. =pt

Elardo, R.,~Bradley, ., & galdwell, B. awihe relation of
infants' home enviror=ents to mental test performance fram
6 to 36 monthst A lc-gitudinal amalysis. cfild Developrent,

1975, 46, 71-76.

Reviews: ’ .

Johnson, Orval G., Tez:s and Measurements in Child Develop-
ment. Handbook II, \:lume 2, .San Francisco: .Jossey-Bass

. Publishers, 1976, pp. 796-799..

Johnson, Terri Z., Annctated Directory of Environmental
Assessmeﬁf Instrume1°‘, Individvalized Data Base, University
"Research Group at Paz -:-;c State Hospital, Pomona, Calif-
ornia, September 197&. — .

v . . - .
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TITLE Mutual Problem-Solving Task (MR§%j i g *
AUTHOR Anne S. Epstein, Pam Schwartz, Judith Meece

J

L3
S

DISTRIBUTION SOURCE

High/Scope Educational Research Foundatlon
.600 North River Street
Ypsilanti,. Michigan 48197

o "‘g

B-DATE OF DE%)P'MENT

o

1975 : . )

COPYRIGHT. DATES

Material not copyrighted .

~

3

MATERIALS AND COSTS

A manual on development and administration, :ncluding
definitions of coding categories and code sheets, is
available from High/Scope, In lieu of fees, users are
requested to share ;helr.?lndlngs .

L URPOSE

2

© q

To gxamine the variety of mother-child inte:action and
teaching styles used in accompllshlng a particular task

\ v Vd
b -

F— g

KHO IS EVALUATED
{Child or Parent)

Parent and child in home

= - -
: ) e N

. ]
\ . .

SPECIAL FEATURES OF
TARGET POPULATION *

The instrument was drlglnally developed as z follow-up mez-
sure of mother- ch11d Interactior in 53 work ag- ¢lass families
who participated in ‘the 1968- 70 Ypsilanti-Ce rne01e Infarts
Ecucation Project. :

L -
FORMAT ’

£

<

®

The MPST involves systematically observing mother-child
interaction durin® a cookie-baking activity. Cookie-baking
was designed to be a standard situation anal °gous to hone
visit 'teaching' situations”in the infant ecucation program.
Observers 1ntroduce themselves tQ both the Tsther “and the

child and d rntredt‘tcry—remarns ‘

outlining the research procedure.

HOW ADMINISTERED
(Including Home) .

#Fhe interviewer observes mother-child interzctions at home
curing prescribed cookie-baking act1v1ty, c:zdes behavaor at
10-second and 5-minute intervals, flllS out a raging scale,
and conducts an interview cons1st1ng of ‘open-ended questlons.

rmn AD‘!NISTERS’

[Kc

Interviewer -- in the or1g1na1 research, these were graduate

.| student ass¥stants -- who are tra1ned in us-ng the insttu-

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

ment
" B “ 3= v
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/

[

"TRAINING
NECESSARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

-

‘e

-

In the original reseé}ch, the explicit instructions for the in-
terviewers included about 40 hrs, of training in administexing
and coding. Because administration is done as live observation,
training is relatively important, but can be gone locally. A ]}
complicated ser'ies of categories must be mastered to code.the
style and content of both mother's and child's behavior. The
major coding groups, each with several categories, are: aifect,
task involvement, requests for assistance, and responses ‘giving
assistance. In addition, the behaviors are categorized as -
verbal and/or physical, supportive or restrictive, and-con-

.» | veigent or divergent. .
. TIME TO ADMINISTER 30 to 60 minutes , - . - ) :
4 N . s

CONTENT :

@

SUBTESTS

.
i ‘r‘

) T R
The MPST measurey séveral aspects of a mother's teaching style
and the mutual influence between mothers anc children. Four
' separate measures are—ineluded: Interacticn- Sategory System, |
Content Checklist, Rating Scale, and Maternel Interview. " It
focuses on positive and negative verbal comm.aication, effec-
tiveness of communicsztion, patterns of initistion-responce and
levels of activity-passivity of mother and child. For instance
"the Maternal Interview asks about the kinds of activities which
the mother and child share, the-appropriateness of maternal
expectations and behavior, and the mother's z~areness of how |

- she interacts with her child. 7
T Y
L4 - -
. Focus Toward Child: .
GOALS FOR WHICH (1) / X/ Change in Knowledge
INSTRIMENT IS ~ L g ) b
APPROPRIATE (2) '/ X/ Change_in Attitude v
A (3) /X/ Change in Function
‘ +(Chegk Where ., .l L
Applicable) ~ .- ) :
' Focus- Toward School Services and Personnel:
’ . (4) / Change in Knowledge
.
- (s) /_/ Change in Attitude- ) =y
. (6) / Change in Function -7
- Focus Toward Personal Needs of Parents as AduLt%:
» (7) /__/ Change in.Knowledge
b
(8) /__/ Change in-Attitude
B " J 4
1 . (9) /——Z. Change in_Function' g
- — - , - ~
= \ . ,‘\ T .'.A’ - 0
‘;‘ : I * 90 \ * .
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
PAREXNT CHANGE AND
CHILD CHANGE

ilcular task."
;%«and children's. performance are reciprocal -- continuously

.The authors state that - 'the purpose of this measure is-to .
determine whetler mothers are able tc support theiy children's

goal-directed behevior rather than instruct them.in a parti- '
It is also based on belief "that mothers' behavior

. Cny aged in a protess of mutual initiation and response.

SFC .

t ®
FORMAT FOR
PRESENTATION OF
RESULTS

‘%

The MPST was originally developed for*a folloiw-up study of a
parent-infant program, and the findings weré’presented as an
aggregate:. They zre presently being includec in a monograph
for dlssemlnatlon to profe551onaIS >

-

A “ .
* . ]

o~
- - -

2\

C

L] —

INFORMATION
AVAILABLE FOR *
ADMINISTRATION
AND USE

"The Mutual Problem—SolviBg Taské -Development, Instrument
Procedures an e’1ab111ty,” A. Epstéin, P. Schwartz, J.”
Meece, High/Scope Educatlonal Research Foundation, February,
1977. . K

@

‘ [4
TECHNICAL QUALITY:
- STANDAZDIZATION

 RELIABILITY A_\j
\ALIDI‘Y

L5 L4

Reliability: Interob%erver reliability was computec¢ using
Cartwright's (1956) ‘alpha, averaging 93. 0% in ceding mothers'
behavior and 19. 5% in. coding children's behavior. The avellfe
across all catégorles comblned was 92.4%.

Va11d1ty There has ‘been no other technlcal work to date

v ——
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e

CULTURAL
CONSIDERATIONS

-
- .

The authors ‘interded to make the instrument as unaversa] as
possible. For instance, the recipes used in the MPST are illusq
trated and color-coded so that the motlers, -scme of whom can-
not rezd, as well as tte children “ho have difficulty reading,
can still follow the recipe without havingito ask the, observer
to read it foxr them. A choice of two rizgges is offered, and
all the necessary.- 1hgred1ent< and utens¥ls are provided to
1nsure standsrdization. .

-

e

PCTENTIAL
USES

Although the MPST was originally develeped for a longitudinal
evalustion of mothers and first graders who had been in a
parent-infant prcgram, it may:also te used for evaluatiorn with
parerits, necds assessment, or tezching and training activities.
The authors believe that its complexity will permit ‘numerous
kinds of data analyses to be performed. Some possibilities
include: comparing groups on the frequency of their behzyior
in various categories and their freque301es of different
responses to interview questions; examining patterrs of initia-
tion and response in mother-ctild interactions anc perhaps de-
veloping "typologies" of interactive styles; and stucying the
relationship between these patterns of mother-child interaction
and measures of the child's learning. Hokever, the complexity
of the instrument and its scorlng procedures may also limit
its usefulne\gb The developérs stggest simplifying the instiu-
ment and adapding it to users' needs, for imstance by s¥lect--
ing certain aspects of the coding categcries

REFERENCES

Related Research \

- {Reviews -

. Epstein, Arn S. & Evans, Judith, *'"Parent-Child Interaction §
Children's Learning," in The High/Scope Report, No. )
4, 1979, pp. 39-44. :

. Epstein, Ann S., Schwartz, Pam & Meece Ju&lth "The Mutual
Problem-Solving Task: De\elopment InstTument Procedures
& Reliability," High/Scope Educational Research Foundation,
Yps;}antl, Michigan, February, 1977.
. b

-«

No published reviews available to date |

1

v »

4 lea

COMENTS

patent education that may be of potential -nteregt These

ng/Scope has developed several other mea.s of sssessing - '
indlude: . \ -

High/Scope Parent-Child Inﬁeract10n~Checkllst cnd )
Ratings (for childr (fZ), Infant Educatidn
Interview _ . . ’

.Y
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TITLE Parent -As A Teacher Inventory (PAAT) and oo .
Parent, As a Teacher Profile '
' \ ° - . .
. Robert D. Strom and Helen B. Slaughter ‘
AUTHOR ) . ,

DISTRIBUTION SOURCE |,

Department of Education
Arizona State University .

Tempe, Arizona 85281
. N
DATE OF DEVELOPMENT Form A - 1972; reviseiﬁfs} Form B - 1574 .
COPYRIGHT DATES Material not copyrigh{ed .

MATERIALS AND COSTS

>

| Parent As a Teacher Profile )

Both available for

Parent "As a Teacher Inventory )
research without charge

3
‘

PURPOSE

s

’To measure child-rearing expectations and the impact of paren]

educaulon upon parent-child interaction variables

Intended as means for asse551ng parental st:engths and
needs in rearing preschool children

[ =

-

’ImOIS_AJbED
(Child or Pzrent)

Parent

»

.
Y /

a
“~,

SPECIAL FEATURES OF
_  |TARGET POPULATION

4
d for use in a‘Title

The | inerument was originally devel
ortion' of children of

FORMAT

cribe their feelings ab
active system, their cr Jterla of 3

¢

child behav1or a their value Dreferences an
concerning child behayior.

HOW AD%IYISTZRED
(IﬂClLAIﬂC Hoze)

‘e

E)

v
- * -

The test.can be.administered ”n groups or i

v \ \\/’" :

P

1vidually.

w

570 ADYINISTERS. —

ERIC,

Interviewer or self-adﬁiz}stered

A\l

-~ ‘ ' ‘ %)
. Qf)

\ (v]

.
IText Providad by ERIC. » -

A

« \\
..
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/TR‘I\'I\'E;' For self-administration, no training is needed. " The instru-
f -\'EE‘:‘SS"-\RY FOR ment was designed to be easily read and understood. ‘
:ADMINISTRATION Administration by an interviewer usually relies on a program
I . staff member who would be sensitive to parents' comments.
l . . . : o s "
' ' o -~ * N . )
. TI!-'.."': TO ADMINISTER 15 to 30 minutes depending on method of administration
: ‘ Parents ére askedrabout their responses to a wide variety of
_specific interactions with their child. .The Accocpanying
CONTENT: . Profile divides the responses into 5 areas of ‘parént
" : ' curriculim with 10 items each: (1) parental acceptance of
_child's creative development; (2) frustration about child-
;SUBTESTS ' rearing; (3) parent feelings about control and discioline;
¥ ~ (4) understanding of children's play and its influence on
. . child development; (5) parental ;self-confidence as a teacher.
| \ In sum, the PAAT explores what parents expect bf their child
* N and how they perceive themselves as teachers.. : '
| | .
’
' /
+ \ 4
1 e« %
{ .
= & T * - -
) oo W@ Focus Toward Child: '
| s = Co 5
GOALS.FOR, WHICH (1) /. X/ Change in Knowledge
INSTRUMENT 1S A :
;A.’-"?RO?RL‘-\TE' , (2) / X/ Change in Attitude |
. / N ~ 14 . . N
oot . °l. (3) /X7 Change”in Function
| {Check Where . ? . 5
Appliceble) . | - : ) : -
. "~ Focus Toward Schopl Services and Personnel: \
- - t o,
€4} / Change in Knowledge
; e # (5). /7' Change in Attitude
» 7 * ‘N ] \.‘ . -
< (6) / Change in Function
l o A S
’ RN ’ L Focué Toward Personal Needs of Parents as Adults:
l , —— (7) / X/  CGhange in (Knowlédge *
‘ ~.. - ) ,s(8) /Y] Change in Attitude
\J K " (9) / X/ Change in Function .
® +
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TATIONSHIP BETWEEN
DATINT CHANGE AND
CEIID CHANGE

a -~ .
,The .instrument was developed from dn' extensive search of the

pparents or children as separate agents. \

=7

"literature régarding aspects of a parent's attitudes and be-
havior that:influence chlla'developmqnt. Because these
variables are seen as inter-related, the PAAT focuses on
parent-child intemaction as a system rather than upon either

A
.

4
'

FCIMAT FOR
PRISENTATION OF
RESULTS

Each ifenm has four possible answers which are zSsigned a '
numerical value 9f 4, 3, 2, or.l: strong yes, ‘yes, no,
strong no. A total numerical score is obtained by summing
the values of all 50 items. A nuinerical score can also be
derived for each of- the five subsets. The authors feel that
information provided by the latter approach is more readlly
used by parents

TIO\
LE FOR’

See "Administration, and Scoring,' in Strom, R.D. and H.B.
Slaughter The Development of‘the PAAT Inven&ory, 1976, pp.
15-17. The PAAT Profile is intended to acconpany the Inven-
tory to insure uniformity of .interpretation as a gulde for

feedbatk to the individual parent, and as an aid to program
planning. . ¢ 3

TECENICAL gpALITY:

STNDARDIZ ATION
RELIABILITY AND
VALIDITY,

i quality‘control.(

-
Re11ab11;3_ Reliability of the instrument appears fairly

The PAAT Inventory has been, f1e1d tested in a number of ESEA
Title I projects in the Southwest . It is one of few instru-
ments which have receivéd some systematic attention to

v,

high, with several studies yielding re11ab111tv coefficients
ranging from .76 to .88.

-

Validit A va11d1ty measure (Johnsqyﬁ 1975) 1nd1cated
60% consonance between feel\nos and behavior,

(o) gt SN
CONSIDERATIONS

| strategies." The .instrument provides useful information fa2

——

Stroty ank\SIaughter (1976) observe that "differences in child
rearing expectations related to ethnic and ‘'social class memberd
ship may influence the .syccess of particular parent education

assessing and specifying the effect of cultural, socioeconomic
status, ethnie, and sex role variables upon child-rearipg
beliefs‘and practices. .PAAT has been translated into French,
Spanish, Navajo, Hopi, Italian, and Gkeek versions.
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POTENTIAL
USES '

~

The authors believe that data from the PAAT § entify parents‘
teaching strengths and needs in a form that educators cap use:
for guidance and curriculum-planning. It has also pxoved
useful as a measure of changes in the abilities and attitudes
of parents which result £rom training progrzzs. In the Pagent
and Child Education Project (PACE) in Tucson, the PAAT was\
used in conjunctlon with Caldwell's™Preschoo: Inventory ahd a
questionnaire for parents' evaluation of the program.

~

/ . . .
.
. . ,
.

-
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TITLE ~v  |Parental/Attitude Checklist - ,
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' \
"AUTHOR R.D. Boyd and K.A. Stauber :
A
;
Cooperative‘Educational Service Agency 12 ‘ * N
DISTRIBUTION ‘SOURCE 412 E. Slifer St., .

Box 56 . .

Portage, Wisconsin 353901
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DATE OF DEVELOPMENT 1977~ . .

Z

COPYRIGHT DATES

Ma%eria% not copyrighted
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MATERIALS AND COSTS
P b

¥

Material avaijable without'charge

) &
R

-

3
PURPOSE .

4

>
To assess parent attltudes and knowledge about teachlng
and ch11d management technldge .

3

\

WHO IS EVALWTED °
J(Child or Parent)

-

N
~ .

Parent - AN

) 4

4

»

SPECIAL FEATURES OF
TARGET POPULATION

The instrument was developed for use by home teachers\qn an
individualized’ program for famllies with a preschool hand1-
capped child after a 11terature .search Tevealed that no
appropriate instrument was available. - /y’q

FORMAT

Parents rdte their attitudes and behavioral Teactiors to 21
specific teaching and child management situations along a
5-point scale ranging “from ”never” to "aTWays "
A l : . ° . ¢
« ) -

. '
> \. . N - ,

-

HOW ADMINISTERED

-

Self explanatory form to bé administered on a pre«/post -test

-

[Kc '

(Including Home) b351s ! e !
7 ~
< ! . \ X f ‘c‘ \ ‘ o or
’ s ) ’ ’ N ) N ?|
wHo AD\;IMSTERS. Self-adninistered . . - s ‘ ‘ L
v ~ ' i 00 - ’ y

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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. TRAIMING .| None. 1In the original research, the ghecklist was t
NECESSARY FOR administered by a research assistant.
"ADMINISTRATION /
TI\E TO ADMINISTER 15 minutes . C g
: ' 2 L ;-‘ -

.| "teacher, their self-confidence,

The chécklist measures parents' knowledge of/participati‘% in
child management techniques and teaching. More important
dimensions incjude reinforcement, coryection and use of
\instructional aids. - Parents-are asked about their role as
and their attitudes. toward
-child discipline. . ’ A

/.

[\

] ———

’ .
GOALS FOR RHICH
INSTROENT 1S
APPROPRIATE

Applicab,'le)

N\ (Check-Where -~

Focus Toward Child:

"~

— ’ ‘ )
(1) /X7 Change in Knowledge -
(2) /X / Change in Attitude Yo p
£l L2 A5 | :
(3) / in Function ‘N

|

X/ Change

"Focus Toward School Services and Personnel:

-

(4) /~ / Change in Knowledge .
. : . g g .
(5) 4/ Change in Attitude  °
- T = -
> (6) / .Change in Function = )
Focls Toward Personal Needs of Parents as Adulfus’: o
o (7) /__/ Change in Knpwledge
' (8) /X7 TChange in Attitide . S
A ) /_/ Change in Function ’ )
‘ . . n -
* . -~ ’ - ’ B L 5_
o : 1 O - e
UL " :
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IS

REIATIONSHIP BETWEEN
PARENT CHANGE AND
CHILD CHANGE

L)

- om

The authors maintain of this and the Parertal Behavior In-
ventory (p. 104) that: "Whil€ the ultimate effects must be
demonstrable gains in child response, the staying power and
preventive capability of early intervention programs hlnges
upon the acquisition and generallzatlon of appropriate
parental teaching and child management behaviors. K If parents
acquire more appropriate teaching and child management be-
haviors, and these are .enduring change‘in their nzﬁert01re,
then perhaps we will begln to approximate preventatlve'pro— ‘
gramming.'" Emphasis is placed upon assessing parenE&chlldf
interactions in terms of an Antecédent-Behavior-ConSequent
Model, where parental antecedent and consequent events serve
to evoke and maintain ch11d ?ehav1or , _ i

FORVAT FOR- .
PRESENTATION OF

~

fer rlpresentatLVe knowledge
of the parent's strengths and wedknesses, and help ;ndlcate

TECHNICAL QUALITY:"

STANDARDIZAT ION
- RELTABILITY AND
\QilDITY

o

specific nesponses that _can beAtargeted’ for change
| RESULTS —_— e .
: R S « T
n B v ‘ T € ‘
¢ - / ’ -
INFORMATION See ”Gu1de11nes for Admlnlstratlon” available from Boyd and
AVATI4BLE FOR Stauber. . o
ADMINISTRATION " g
AND. USE
o — !
' . . t
' Reliability: - : . \

To assess inter-rater reliability, a random sample of know-
——— . .

.ledge measures %as independently scored by both the reseaxch
assistant and a program staff school psychologlst The
Pearson produce -moment statistic yielded an inter-rater i
coefficient of .95 on pre-test and .96 on posgitest. Intra-
rater reklablllty on a sample of questi8nnaires was fouhd to -
be" 92 on pre- -test and .98 on post -test.

Va11d1ty . 4

There has beén no other technical work to date.
Y

\ .

”~, ‘\‘
' -
~
.‘.
)
» ¢ ( —\.—‘ -
} .
* - ) . 5 ” =~
- 3 - <
v 7 \
- S .
\ - T
. . } .
(]
4
{ -
: [0, .,
e ®
‘ k)
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\ TR . - J s
Cultutal issues do not seem to have been important in the,
CULTURAL: dgvelopmeqt aRd implementation of the in;trument.’

—

CONSICERATIONS

- . ~ R .
s P :

.
~ - e e

- \ ’ ) ! A
~ ) Lo . : ‘ .
. . Data provided by the checklist offer 3 basis for examining
POTEN-TIAL | group differences as a result of different iqserventigns.'
USEE | However, the developers.now believe that the instrumént is
; : not very discriminative. - )
. B . ' . L . . /
v [: — : : - .
‘ R . . . o * . N N
F: Related Research - <o o8 .
REFERENCES ‘ ,‘Bo}d, R.D. and Stauber, K.A., Parent Behavior Inventory:
) Portage Parent Program, -CESA 12, Portage, WI, April 1977.
Boyd, R.D., étauber; K.A., and Bluma, S.M., Instructor's,
Y Manual: Portage Parent Program, CESA 12, Portage, WI, ~
' , April 1977+ oL :
Sheawer, M.S. aﬁd'ShE%&er, D:E., "The Portage Project: A B
Model for Early Childhood Education.'" Exceptional Children, .,
- 1972, 39, 210-27. - ;o
. ¢ - s ¢
Johnison, C.A. and KdtZ, R.C., "Using Parents’as Change Agents
for Their Childmen: A Review." Journal of Child Psychology
and Psychiatry, 1973, 14, 181-200. ! 'irf
. K ' ’ : '
" |Reviews: : )
> No published reviews available’ to date -
. 3 M : R i
e ~ ® ;.o. L
COMMENTS éoyd and Stauber *have also deuélqped the Parental Behavior
© Inventoty. . ‘ L - -
c . % :
* . A
o ‘ ~ : !
-
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TITLE . Pérgntal Behavior Inv;;tory .
. > _ . ,
e . ‘
AUTHOR 1 R.D. Bo;d and K.A. Stauber ' . ot
. ¢ N .
Cooperatlve Educational Service Agency 12
DISTRIBUIIbN SOURCE géitgge?1$5220i21n Bg§9§?4 .
‘ ‘ < ﬂ.. ‘ ' —
DATE OF DEVELOPMENT 1977 - L ' SR )
COPYRIGHT DATES ©|1977 ' ’ . '

y ¢ .
MATERIALS AND COSTS .

Five copies of instructional materials (parent readlngs) and
five inventories @ $18.00. Instructor's set of } instruc-
gor S manyal _1 book of parent readings,*and 1 inventory

J v

g

To help structure the home teacher's assessment of'the
parent's skills in both teaching and child management .,

L4

Offers a systématic procedure to account for the(amount or
type of teaching and management skills acquired by parents

s

WHO IS EVALUATED.
(Cniid or Parent)

Parent, int role as child's primary teacher

v

"{SPECIAL FEATURES OF

.

The instrument wds deQeIOped for use Ey homé teacheés in an.
individualized program for families w1th a preschool’

(Including H9me) )

.
i

. Tf\RGEr - POPULATION - hand 10\apped Chl 1d. - i 4

! The instrument consists of an 80-item checklist. Home -

: . teachers opsefve and informally rate parental performance

FORMAT |along an arrgy of teaching and management behavior,

[ : . - Ca -
i Ty ' .
. M - ) J . ) b
7 N N . ] . ) 0 A i:

~Hdk,ADMINISTERéD i Hgmg teacher codes.pgrent's behavid; in home. . T

WHO ADMINISTERS.
QO -

N/

| Home teacher

—

-

X

-

.
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4

l TRAINING
NECESSARY FOR
l ADMINISTRATION

- *

-

<

The instrument <an be administered‘by professionals or para-
professionals if adequate training is provi IThe developers

~Jused 2-1Y2 days of pre-service ard in_servic%aining-, which, in4

cluded the use of videotapes for practice in coding behavicr.
[§ * . ' v N

el ya

B

l TIME TO ADMINISTER -

R « \ P . . 3 - .
About 10 minutes. The adminigtratibn time varies, depending on
the particular behavidr the obServer’ chooses to code. :
- ‘ . > el A

CONTENT :

I __— -SUBTESTS

N v
The Inventory measures knowledge of and participation in child
management techniques, and teaching. The home teacher codes the
frequency of a variety of teaching behavior used by the par-
-jent: ,material_s'used’;.uéé o:f reinforcement an puni%ent; ’
planning,.giving directions, and recording progress. -

4

A -, N b
. Focus To!ward Child:’ )
| GOALS FOR WHICH L (1) /X/ Change in.Knowledge . -
| INSTRUMENT IS . .
| AFRROPRIKIE L (2) /X7 change in Attitud§
'(3) /X7 -hange in Function .. l
(Check Where . ’ ‘ ' ) . .
Applicable). _ . ) - \
Focus Toward School Services and Personnel: .
} - - (4) /~J Change in Knowledge B ’
. . . . v\ ) o
(5L S Ch~ange in Atlitude " - N
(6) /_/ Change in- Function
~ * > ) i R ‘ L
. Focus Toward Personal Needs of Pargnts as Adults<
(7) _/___7 ; Change.in Knowledge
' (8J) /~ / Change in Attitude s
\ 7 -._—- . ~ , - .
(9) /_/ +Change in Function
. B N
i .’ - N ‘ {, B , 3
‘ 105 ’ _

', v
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-
RELATIONSHIP EETWEEN
PARENT, CHANGE AXD
CHILD CHANGE

—

See'co§gent§ on the Paren%al Attitude Checklist by the
hors (pg. 100).

same a
-~
L 4
\ CENcEr

i

FORMAT FOR
PRESENTATION CF

| RESULTS .

- et -
Ratingd yielded by the Inventory offer represeatative kﬁowledge
of the parents' strengths and” weaknesses, and help indicate
specific responses that can be targeted foxr chznge. The devel-
opers recommend that the observer select z particular behavior
as the target for change, and compare frequency counts of the
behavior pre- and post-intervention in order to docurent any
changes. - .

INFORMATION .
AVAILABLE FOR
ADMINISTRATION
AND USE

<

Instructor's manual -

Behavior cede definitions
%

.

\
‘Q

TECHNICAL QUALITY:
STANDARDIZATION

RELIABILITY AXD
JVALIDITY

Y

Reliability: A trained observer accompanied rome teachers on
a sample of home visits to determine the accuracy of home
teachers independently reccrding parent behavior.

validitv: There has heen no other té:RHTcal work to date.

Because the Inventory was developed as ar observation tool, .
not 411 the items are always scored. Hence, it has undergone
no standardization work. . .

3
s AN
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COLTURAL
CCONSIDERATIONS.

: ~ v ]
Cultural issues do not seem to have been important in thé
development and implemetation of the instrument.

—

0 4

‘\{
POTENTIAL
RIS

_—

v

-

;,Ami;e tne actual extent of us€ is not known, it appears to be

popular, as the develop:srs- report that several thousand copies
of the materials have, bzen sold. Data prov;dea by the Invén-
tory offer a basis for zombining a prescriptive-teaching
,ﬁ\é'ae‘] .with systematic pzrent training. The authors believe *
Jthat this approach -- intervention with both parent and child
as an interactive systea -- holds great promise for programs
aimed ‘at disadvantaged or child+abuse populations.
. v "

-
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